
October 21 , 2004 

Clea11 Air J\latli'f0/1 
P.O. Box 141 72 

Ml1lli\OII. WI 537(18 
u•n•u·.deanairmmli\o/1.org 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Civil Rights 
Mail Code 1201A 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Subject: Environmental Justice and Title VI Complaint 
Issuance of Air Pollution Control Permit #03-POY-328 
by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

On behalf of residents of the Schenk-Atwood neighborhood and students at Lowell 
Elementary School in Madison, Wisconsin, Clean Air Madison is filing a complaint under 40 CFR 
Part 7. We believe the Wisconsin Department ofNatural Resources has issued Air Pollution Control 
Permit #03-POY -328 to the Madison-Kipp Corporation in violation of the Environmental Justice 
Program and Title VJ of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. We request that USEPA investigate this 
complaint and determine if further environmental protection measures are warranted. 

We have enclosed the following documents to support this complaint: 

• Attachment A - Title Vl Complaint 
• Attachment B- Air Permit #03-POY-328 
• Attachment C - CAM Comments # 1 
• Attachment D - CAM Comments #2 
• Attachment E - WDNR Response to Public Comments 
• Attachment F - Lowell Elementary School Location 

Should you or other USEP A staff require further information to evaluate this complaint, 
don't hesitate to contact us. · should be directed to fat 246-0697, or our 
technical contact, 

Sincerely, 

CU· \' IR \1 \DISO'i 

ifuJ<r~ 
Vicky Hestad, Director 

Enclosure 

cc: A. Walts- USEPA Region V 



ATTACHMENT A 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE Ai'ID TITLE VI COMPLAINT 
ISSUANCE OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PERMIT #03-POY-328 
BY THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of residents of the Schenk-Atwood neighborhood and students at Lowell Elementary 
School in Madison, Wisconsin, Clean Air Madison or CAM is filing a complaint under40 CFR Part 
7. We believe the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) has issued issued Air 
Permit #03-POY-328 to the Madison-Kipp Corporation (MKC) in violation of the Environmental 
Justice Program and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. We request that USEPA investigate 
this complaint and determine if further environmental protection measures are warranted. 

The Environmental Justice Program requires fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to implementation of 
environmental laws. The east side of Madison, Wisconsin is home to the many low income and 
minority families. The east side of Madison also has the burden of dealing with the environmental 
impacts of the majority of the city's industries and sources of pollution. 

For the past 15 years, Schenk-Atwood neighborhood residents have seen a continual increase in the 
air pollution, noise, odors and hazardous materials created by the Madison-Kipp foundries on 
Atwood and Fair Oaks Avenues. From 1995 to 2002, particulate emissions increased 1 0-fold. Air 
pollution control requirements are over 30 years old, so no airpollution equipment is used. Hundreds 
of complaints have been filed with the Madison Health Department and WDNR. Countless hours 
have been spent by residents contacting government and company officials, attending public 
hearings, and trying to get Kipp to be a more responsible neighbor. Afier all the effort and 
complaints, there have been no improvements. 

During issuance of the most recent air pollution permit to MKC, CAM requested that WDNR 
strengthen the air pollution control requirements of the MKC project Some of these improvements 
included the following: 

~ Require the use of state-of-the-art air pollution control equipment and methods; 
Require regular compliance testing especially since the last test measured a violation; 
Require continuous emissions monitoring to assure compliance at all times; 

• Use accurate computer modeling methods - rather than consider the area flat and rural, 
account for multi~story buildings and the 3'J story air intake vents on Lowell School; 
Verify compliance with the newest and most protective air quality standard for PM2_5; 

• Hold an evening public hearing in the neighborhood accessible to working residents; and, 
• Adopt an agreement with the neighborhood to further reduce pollution and risks. 

The 'iVDNR ignored neighborhood resident requests for greater scrutiny and protection. However, 
the same requirements were incorporated into another project located in a more affluent, less diverse 
section of the city- the Madison Gas & Electric Company West Campus Generating Station. 
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This environmental justice complaint provides supporting information including: a description of 
the MKC project; comments submitted by CAM and neighborhood residents; WDNR response to 
comments; a description of surrounding neighborhood; and, identification of relevant environmental 
justice issues and the improvements which should have been required by the WDNR. 

This complaint is being filed with the support of the Schenk/Atwood/Starkweather/Yahara 
Neighborhood Association. 

BACKGROUND 

On Apri126, 2004, the WDNR issued Air Pennit#03-POY-328 to the Madison-Kipp Corporation 
(MKC), an aluminum foundry and die caster in Madison, Wisconsin. (Attachment B). This permit 
was necessary because compliance tests in the fall of 2003 had shown particulate matter (PM) 
emissions from the two aluminum melting furnaces to be in violation ofexistingairpollution control 
permits. In response to the violation, the WDNR issued Pennit #03-POY-328 and increased the 
allowable PM emissions from the two fumaces by 61 tons per year. 

During the public comment period and public hearing for the draft permit, CAM submitted detailed 
comments on behalf of neighborhood residents. These are provided as Attachments C and D. CAM 
proposed that the EJ Program demanded: 

l. a higher level of regulatory review and air pollution control; 
2. a more thorough evaluation of air quality impacts; and, 
3. more extensive monitoring and testing requirements. 

Each of these requirements was well within the regulatory authority of the WDNR. However, the 
WDNR made no changes to its either the permit requirements or its supporting analyses as a result 
ofthe EJ Program. The WDNR concluded that the EJ program only required adequate opportunity 
for public comment and no requirement for additional environmental protection. A copy of the 
WDNR response to public comments is provided as Attachment E. 

PROJECT LOCATION 

EJ is relevant to this project because of its location on the eastside of Madison. The east side of 
Madison, Wisconsin is home to the many low income and minority families. Lowell Elementary 
School, located only 1 block from the MKC foundry, participates in the federal Tille 1 education 
program, receiving funds to ensure that poor and educationally disadvantaged students have 
additional support to help them meet high academic standards. 

The east side of Madison also has the burden of dealing with the environmental impacts of the 
majority of the city's industries and sources of pollution. In addition to the Madison-Kipp foundry, 
other industries and pollution sources impacting the neighborhood include the following: 

Dane County Regional Airport has its main flight path over the neighborhood surrounding 
MKC and receives the majority of its noise complaints from this neighborhood; Dane 
County has refused all proposals offered by neighborhood residents through the SASY 
Neighborhood Association to implement additional noise control methods, install a noise 

Title VI Complaint Page A-2 



• 

• 

• 

monitoring system, or conduct an audit of the noise control program. 

A recent WDNR odor survey demonstrated that the neighborhood activities were adversely 
affected by odors fromMKC, but also by the Oscar Meyer Foods Corporation meat smoking 
operations and Webcrafters, Inc. web offset ptinting operations. 

The Madison Gas & Electric Company Blount Street Generating Station is located on the 
eastside of Madison. This is the largest air pollution source in the city. 

Other east side industries rcpm1ing to the national taxies release inventory include 
Royster-Clark Inc.; Berntsen Brass & Aluminum Foundry; Mautz Paint Company; Rayovac 
Corporation; Rhodia Inc.; Safcty-Kleen Systems; and Vendura Industries. 

Dane County has proposed additional industrial development on land adjacent to the airport. 

• During the 1990's, Dane County allowed Wisconsin & Southern Railroad to move its train 
switching operations to the east side of Madison, dramatically increasing freight train noise, 
traffic disntptions and safety hazards to east side residents. 

• The neighborhood is a major thoroughfare for commuter traffic flowing from growing 
bedroom communities to downtown Madison offices. 

LOWELL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

An important consideration in this complaint is the presence of Lowell Elementary School located 
one block from the Madison-Kipp. Lowell is a Title I school where more than 50% of the students 
are from low income households. Students from this school are already subject to excessive 
pollution both at school and at home. 

A map with the school location and attendance area is provided as Attachment F. This also shows 
the location of the two MKC foundries on Atwood Avenue and Fair Oaks A venue, in relation to the 
school. 

Figure I shows a view from the rooftop of Lowell towards Madison-Kipp. This shows the two 100 
foot stacks used to exhaust furnace operations at the foundry. To the left, some of the foundry roof 
vents can be seen. These exhaust foundry die casting operations and are level if not lower than the 
fresh air intake vents on top of the Lowell roof. During the comment period on the latest air 
pollution pem1it at Madison-Kipp, the WDNR refused to consider air pollutant concentrations at 
elevated locations surrounding the foundry such as the air intake vents on the Lowell roof and 
apartment balconies that can also be seen in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 - View from the Roof of Lowell Elementary School towards Madison·Kipp 

Besides discharges from Madison-Kipp Corporation, located one block to the west, the school and 
nearby studenl homes are located along Atwood Avenue and East Washington Avenue, significant 
transportation corridors in Madison, and the flight path of the main runway al the Dane County 
Regional Airport. 

According to the recent report by the Sierra Club, Highway Health Hazards, "a significant body of 
scientific evidence is emerging I hat links pollution from motor vehicles to a rmtge of human health 
problems including asthma, lung cancer and premature death "A copy of this report is available 
at the following internet address: 

http:/ /\vww .sierrac Ju b .org/ sprawl/ rcport04 hi ghwayhcal th/ 

The release ofthis report was announced by Brett Hulsey, Sierra Club Midwest seniorrepresentative 
and a Dane County Board supervisor. "Comnumitie~ living close to highways are at higher risk for 
asthma, heart attacks, ltmg cauce1· and other health problems'', Hulsey said in a statement released 
at a July 28, 2004 press conference at East High School. The school was chosen as an example of 
a site where large concentrations of young people can be affected by high amounts of air pollution 
coming fTom the thick traffic on East Washington A venue, which runs directly in front of the school 
Students from Lowell Elementary School will eventually attend East High School. 
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As noted, Lowen Elementary School, as well as the school attendance area, is located on the flight 
path of the main nmway at the Dane County Regional Airport. While the airport noise control 
strategy aims to comply with the FAA 24·hour average noise standard of65 db, overhead planes 
easily exceed the city's instantaneous noise standard of 65 db. If every flight from the airport were 
subject to the city's noise ordinance, annual fines would exceed $65 million. 

Colleen F. Moore is a professor in the Psychology Department ofthe University of Wisconsin and 
author of Silent Scourge: Children, Pollution and Why Scientists Disagree. On April 8, 2004 she 
presented her concerns over airport noise on surrounding children to the noise subcommittee of the 
Dane County Regional Airport. Her comments were as follows: 

I. Children's reading scores are lower in neighborhoods and schools with high aircraft noise 
compared to lower noise neighborhoods of comparable socio-economic background. Reading is 
exceeding(v important because poor early reading can cascade into poor overall academic 
performance over the elementmyyears. Noise impacts on reading scores have beenfotmd in the US, 
Britain, and Germany. Also, school teachers working in high noise schools sometimes have to 
entirely stop a lesson because of aircraft jlyovers. 

11 Children in high noise neighborhoods show higher blood pressure and higher stress hormones 
compared to those from lower noise neighborhoods of comparable socio-economic background. 
This finding comes from studies near LA International Aitport and also from the Munich airport 
studies. 

IlL The Health Council of the Netherlands reviewed research in I999 and concluded that, in 
addition to having a negative effect on children's school pe1jormance, that aircraft noise is also 
linked to hypertension, ischemic heart disease, sleep disturbance, and negative mood as a result of 
sleep disruption in adults. The United Kingdom Institute for Environment and Health drew similar 
conclusions about noise and health i11 1997. 

IV. T11e FAA's standard way of assessing the community impact of noise is inadequate. The FAA 
uses the "Schultz curve" for predicting noise annoyance fi·mn noise exposure. From the Schultz 
curve, the FAA has concluded that a cutoff ofDNL 65 is equivalent to a 'noise impact'. The Schultz 
curve fails to separate different sources of transportation noise ,fails to consider the fact that speech 
is disrupted at noise levels belo1v 65Jails to consider peak noise events, and totally omits the health 
effects I have listed above in items], II and III except for sleep disturbance. The Schultz curve has 
been rejected as inadequate b.v the best recent research on noise annoyance. The latest 
comprehensivemeta·anaZvsis ofnoise anno.vance (published in 1998) has concluded that the FAA's 
Schultz curve underestimates noise annoyance by approxiinately 10 dB. 

The implication of all of this is that Dane County should seek to implement operational changes at 
the airport that will minimize the impacts ofnoise on the health of residents. 

COMPARISON WITH RECENT AIR PER~flT ISSUANCE 

On September 17,2003, the WDNR issued Pennit #02-RV-098 for the Madison Gas & Electric 
Company (MG&E) West Campus Generating Facility. The pem1it and supporting documents for 
this project are available at the WDNR air permit web site: 
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http://www.dnr.state.wi.us/org/aw/air/permits/ APM ~ toc.htm 

The pem1it issued to MG&E requires the facility to utilize state-of-the-at1 air pollution control 
equipment; conduct initial and future compliance stack tests for PM, S02, NO,, CO, VOC, H2S04, 

and NH4; and, install continuous emission monitoring equipment for NOx and CO. During the 
comment period for the MKC pcnnit, CAM requested that the WDNR require state-of-the-art 
emission control equipment, compliance testing, and continuous emissions monitoring, but no 
controls, testing or monitoring was required by the WDNR. 

Since the discharges from MKC are uncontrolled, issuance of the air pollution penn it was dependent 
on compliance with air quality standards, which required a dispersion modeling analysis. During 
the comment period on the draft pennit, CAM requested that WDNR staff conduct a state-of-the-art 
modeling analysis to assure compliance with air standards and protection of nearby students and 
residents. For the MG&E project, the WDNR conducted a more accurate analysis by considering 
terrain elevations and discharges from the facility cooling towers. Despite a request by CAM to 
incorporate these modeling features and others to improve the accuracy of the analysis, WDNR 
refused to use either of these procedures for the MKC pem1it. 

The modeling analysis for the MG&E permit predicted a maximum 24-hour average TSP impact of 
19 ug/m3

• The modeling analysis for the MKC permit predicted a maximum 24-hour average TSP 
impact of70 ug/m3 such that the total impact including background would barely comply with air 
quality standards. During the public comment period, CAM explained that a more accurate modeling 
analysis would increase the predicted impacts due to the MKC discharges so the foundry would not 
comply with air quality standards. 

For the MG&E project, the WDNR conducted an evaluation of compliance with the more protective 
PM2_5 air quality standard which was promulgated in 1997. Despite a request by CAM, WDNR 
refused to conduct a similar analysis for the MKC permit. The MG&E environmental impact 
statement executive summary which includes the results ofthe PM2.5 modeling analysis is available 
at the following web site: 

http :/Ipse. wi. gov I electric/ cases/u wcogen/ document/ execsumm. pdf 

The air quality modeling conducted by the WDNR for the Madison-Kipp project showed that 
emissions from the foundry alone, without any consideration of background concentration, would 
exceed the air quality standard for PM2 5• 

Lastly, Madison Gas & Electric Company negotiated a good neighbor agreement with the 
surrounding neighborhood where it proposed to implement additional air pollution control measures 
beyond those required by the WDNR and comply with upcoming city noise abatement ordinance. 
The good neighbor agreement is available at the Regent Neighborhood Association web site at: 

http://www.regentneighborhood.org/RNAMOUFinal6-3-03.html 

In contrast, MKC has refused to meet with either surrounding neighbors or the SASY Neighborhood 
Association, and the city's mayor has been unable to help negotiate any sort of agreement with the 
company. The MKC foundry docs not comply with the city noise abatement ordinance. 
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While Lowell Elementary School is located near the MKC facility, Randall Elementary School is 
located near the MG&E project. Madison Metropolitan School Dishict provides a comparison of 
the minority population in the attendance areas of each school at the following web site: 

http://www .madison.k 12. wi.\IS/re/M MSD.htm 

Attendance area figures arc for 2002. These shows the Lowell Elementary area with 31 to 45% 
minority students, and the Randall Elementary area with 0 to 15% minority students. 

Recent attendance data is available at the following school district web site: 

http://www .madi son.k12. wi. us/topics/ statsl 

For 2004, Lowell with a minority population of 52% and Randall has a minority populationof31 %. 
Randall is paired with Lincoln Elementary to assure a more diverse school population. While the 
difference in the minority population may not be the only reason for the difference in the regulatory 
effort taken by the WDNR on the MKC and MG&E air pollution pennits, it clearly indicates that 
the EJ program was applicable to the MKC project. 

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

In its EJ guidance, USEPA makes suggestions for improvements to be undertaken during the 
issuance of permits. As described in CAM comments submitted prior to issuance ofPennit #03-
POY -328, actions the WDNRshould have undertaken to comply with the EJ program are as follows: 

EJ Recommendation 1. -Monitoring. 

Include permit conditions that set additional monitoring requirements, and require the permitted 
facility to make monitoring data more readiZv accessible to the impacted community. 

The permit issued to Madison-Kipp includes no compliance test requirements. It should have 
included testing and monitoring procedures which will verify continued compliance with permit 
emission limitations and the assumptions used as a basis for issuance of the operation permit. The 
WDNR has the discretion to require more frequent stack testing and use of continuous emissions 
monitoring. 

The last compliance test in the fall of 2003 found the company in violation of its PM emission 
limitations. Additional testing should have been required when Permit #03-POY -328 was issued. 
Continuous emission monitors are readily available for opacity and hydrogen chloride to avoid the 
periodic excess emissions which can be seen being released from the foundry. Every effort should 
be taken to assure failsafe mechanisms and procedures are required by the permit to verify 
continuous compliance by 1VIKC. 

EJ Recommendation 2. -Risk reduction. 

Any additional steps which will reduce risk .from a permitted activity are appropriate, where the 
impacted population alreatZv.faces a heightened riskofharm to human health and the environment. 
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Include improved or more stringent standard operating procedures to reduce releases and 
e.-.::posures. 

Regulatory discretion should be made to encourage MKC to use available air pollution control 
technologies and methods to reduce its air pollution discharges in the surrounding neighborhood. 
Similar aluminum furnaces in the secondaty aluminum processing industry are required to control 
their particulate, hydrogen chloride and dioxin and furan emissions. Similar control technology 
should be used by MKC. 

Since discharges from MKC are uncontrolled, emissions are limited by the air quality standards. 
State ofthe art dispersion modeling procedures should be used to assure protection of the air quality 
standards. For the draft permit, the DNR used simplistic modeling procedures. In the public 
comments submitted by CAM, it was noted that the WDNR analysis failed to consider the urban 
setting ofMKC, the difTerences in elevation between MKC and the surrounding neighborhood, the 
close proximity ofhomes with backyards abutting the foundry buildings, and sensitive receptors like 
Lowell Elementary School. Lowell is located on an elevated site and has its fresh air intakes on the 
roof of the school building where pollutant concentrations are higher than at ground level. The DNR 
has the authority and skills to require the use of more precise modeling procedures. 

The modeling analysis supporting the issuance of the permit should be improved. Prior to 
conducting this analysis, there needs to be a comprehensive survey of emissions sources at the MKC 
foundry and their release points. This will assure that all locations of air pollutant discharges are 
included in the analysis. While stacks may exhaust the majority of the fow1dry emissions, releases 
through windows, doors and other building opening will immediately expose neighbors living 
adjacent to the foundry. While the facility permit issued to l\.1KC requires that doors and windows 
remain closed to contain discharges, they are frequently seen to be open. The new modeling analysis 
should incorporate more accurate procedures to assure the maximum concentrations are predicted. 
If the predictions are more accurate, dispersion becomes a less viable option compared to the use 
of control equipment or control methods. 

The modeling analysis should have addressed compliance with the 1997 national ambient air quality 
standard for PM, 5• The WDNR modeling analysis demonstrated the new NAAQS would be violated 
by the foundry. There already is a precedent where the WDNR requested prior projects to 
voluntarily evaluate compliance with the new NAAQS, including the MG&E project discussed 
earlier. 

The 1999 odor survey conducted by the WDNR detem1ined that many residents considered their 
outdoor activities affected by the odors from MKC. The WDNR should use its authority and 
discretion to conclude that MKC is a cause of objectionable odors within the neighborhood and 
require corrective action to reduce exposure to all sources of odors from the MKC foundry. 

EJ Recommendation 3. - Release preparedness: Additional requirements for emergency 
preparedness should be used to address the riskfi"om WI accidental or unpermitted release. 

The Section 112(r) Risk Management Plan for MKC chlorine storage concludes that an accidental 
release of chlorine would affect over 16,000 people. To wam residents of an accidental release, 
MKC proposes to contact the 911 emergency telephone number. This waming method is inadequate 
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and does not provide adequate protection of neighborhood and city residents. This is an especially 
dangerous situation forresidents which live close to storage and handling areas. TheRMP submitted 
by MKC should be improved. 

AU chlorine storage and handling areas should be equipped with monitoring and warning equipment 
to detect releases, and immediately warn tl1e neighborhood of the accident. It should not be left to 
the discretion ofMKC to decide iflocal authorities or surrounding neighbors should be warned. If 
the pem1it incorporates sufficient control and compliance demonstration methods to assure the 
protection of the surrounding neighborhood, it will reflect the true cost of the air pollution 
discharges and provide incentives for MKC to find cleaner and safer manufacturing alternatives. 
Everyone would benefit from this change to less polluting production methods. 
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Attachment B 
Air Permit #03-POY -328 
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 

El FACILITY NO: 113014220 PERM!TNO.: 03-POY-328 

STACK NOS. Sl6, Sl7 SOURCE NOS. P35, P36 

This Construction Permit Expires Eighteen (18) Months From the Date of Issuance or When the Operation 
Permit is Issued for the Emission Units Included in This Permit, Whidtever Comes First-

In compliance with the provisions of Chapter 285, Wis. Stats., and Chapters NR 400 to NR 499, Wis. 

Adm. Code, 

Name of Source: Madison-Kipp Corp. 

Street Address: 201 Waubesa St., 

Madison. Dane County, Wisconsin 

Responsible Official, & Title: Joe Wodjak, President & CEO 

is authorized to modify and initially operate two aluminum melting furnaces described in the plans and 

specifications dated November 20, 2003 through December 19, 2003 in confonnity with the conditions 

herein. 

This authorization requires compliance by the permit holder with the emission limitations, monitoring 

requirements and other tenns and conditions set forth in Parts I and II hereof. 

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
DEPARTI\·1ENTOF NATURAL RESOURCES 
For the Secretary 

By Is I L I o y d E a g an 
Lloyd Eagan, Director 
Bureau of Air Management 

04/26/1004 



PART I 
A.PPLJCABLR EMISSION LlMITATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

A. Sl7, P35- RCII aluminum melting furnace witlt chlorine demagging 

Sl 6, P36- RCI 2 aluminum melting fumac:e ltith c:hloriae denlllgging 

Limitatious are (or each furnace (unless noted otherwise) 

POLLUTANT 

I. L'artictdatc 
matter 
emissions 

il. LIMITATIONS 

(I) '!he most res!ricti ~·e of the following. 
(a) 0.3 pounds per lOOO pollTlds of exhaust gas; 
(b) E = 3.59P"·(·l wheoo E IS the allowable emissions (pounds per 
hour) and P is the process \\tight mte in tons per hour, and 
(c) 8 5 pound per hour. 1 

[s. NR 41.5.05(1 )(g)and 41 5.0.5(2), Wis Adm Code, and s. 
285.65(3), Wi~. Slats] 

{2) Stac~ Par<~mders for F.01ch nr .s 16 an4JiJ1 
(a) lhc llcigllt of the ~to.ck ~ha\IIK: ol lc~M· I 00.0 fee! ahovc 
ground level 
(b) The ntside diameter at tl~~: 011tlct of tile stack may not exceed 
16 feet 
(c) 'The stack may not be equipped with a rainha~ or ()tner devic~ 
wluch nnpcdcs the upward now of the cshaiL~t !;ase~ 
[ss 285.55(3) and 285.63( I Xb). Wi.~. Stats f 

(J)Total facility chlormc usage for the RCII and RCI 2 
combmcd may not exceed 63 pounds per hour. 
Is. 285.65(4}, Wis. Stats I 

b. COMPLIANCE 
DEMONSTRATION 

(l) The pcnnittee shall only fire nalllral gas 
and propane as fuels in eacll furnace [s. NR 
407 09(1 )(c)l.b., Wis. Ac.lm. Code at1d ss. 
285.65(3) and 2S5.63(l)(a}, Wis. Stats.] 

(~) (II)Only clean material inclutlin~ alummum 
T-bar, sow, mgot, billet p1g, atloying 
materials. customer returns and Mad1son-Kipp 
manufacturing process scrap may be charged 10 
this furnace. {b) l'urchnscd scrcp mDy not be 
mdtcd m this fumace.(s 285 65(4), Wis. 
SlatS I 

1 "E" ts Ute allowable emission rate in units oflbs1ltr, and ''I'' 1s the process wei~ht rJte in units of tons per hour. 

c. REFERENCE TEST METHODS, RECORDKEEI'lNG 
AND MONITORING REQUlRENfENTS 

(l) Whct~cvcr emission testing is required by the Department, 
compliance with total suspended paniculatc matter emission 
limits shall be determined b)' U.S. EPA Method 5 including 
backhalf. [s. NR 439.06(1 ), Wis Adm Code] 

(2) The pennitte~: shall reUin on s1te, plans and spectfications that 
indicate the fumace fuel usage design capabilities. [s. NR 
439.04(1)(d), W1s.Atlm. Code) 

(3) The pcnnittec shall keep and mamtam t.:chmcal dra\limgs. 
blueprints or equivalent reconls of the physical stack parameters. 
[s NR 439.04(l){d), Wis Adtn. CoJe} 

(4) To demonstrate compliance \vith the ambient arr qualuy 
standatd for this pollutant the pcmriuec shall (a) maintain a 
maiTiJo: conr:uning corresponding smck parameters and l!misston 
rates for all signilkant sources at the fac1l1ty, and (b) record the 
operating scenario for each day. and (c) record !he daily 
throughput or mE!Ximum throughput (ton l for •"n~h source in the 
matti:>~. and (d) record the most r~:cent emission factor (lb/ton 
alum mum), and (c) record the allowable emiss1on rate fro1n the 
matrix which shows compliance with Ute paniculatc Jimuation in 
I.A (I). and (I) record the 3ctual .:mtsSJon rntc lor each stack 3lld 
ve11fy that it does ·not exceed th~ a!lov.able rate from the matnx 1' 
[s. NR43904(1). Wis Ad~t Cod~J 

(5)Madison Kipp Corp. shall keep records of diecaster and 
found!}' employee training records d~ftning {a) whalrs 
appropriate matenalto be charg~d to th~ furnace, and (b) how it IS 

to be segregated and labeled. (sec. NR 415.05( I )(g) and 
415.05(2)(a)l., Wis Adm Code and s. 285.65(3), Wis Stats 1 

(6) Machson-Kipp Corp. shall keep tile necessary records 10 verify 
compliance wtth the condition whtch rcquir~s ~hat purchas~d 

scrap 11ot be melted at this faCility. [s. 285.65(4), Wis. Slats.] 

2Thesc requirements are tncludcd bc.:ause tile source wnsrcvtcwed with ~tese st34:~ parameters and n was detemnncd thai no incrcmems or ambient nir quality standar& wrll be violated wltcn consuuctcd as 
Jlnlposed. 



A. S17, P35- RCII aluminum melting furnace with chlorine demagging 

Sl6, P36- RCI 2 aluminum melting furnace with chlorine demagging 

Limitations are for each furnace (unless noted otherwise) 

POLLUTANT a. LIMITATIONS b. COMPLIANCE c. REFERENCE TEST METHODS. RECORD KEEPING 
DEMONSTRATION AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

2. Visible (1) 20 percent opacity from each stack (I) The permittee shall only lire nntural (1) Whenever emission !~sting is required by the 
Emissions [s. NR 431.05, Wis. Adm. Code] gas and propane as fuels in each furnace." Department, compliance with visible emission limits shall 

[ss. 285.65(3) and 285.63(1)(a), Wis. be determined by U.S. EPA Method 9. 
Slats.] [s. NR 439.06(9)(a)l., Wis. Adm. Code] 

(2) The compliance demonstration (2) The pennittee shall retain on site, plans and 
methods in I.A. I .b.( I) and (2) for specifications tbnt indicate the fumace fuel usage design 
particulate matter shall also be used to capabilities.~ 
demonstrate compliance with the opacity [s. NR 439.04(l){d). \\'is. Adm. Code] 
limitation in l.A.2.a.( 1). 
[sec. NR 439.06, Wis. Adm. Code] (3) 11te monitoring requirements of A.l.c.(5) and A.J.c. 

shall be used to monitor compliance with the visble 
emission limitation. 
[s. 285.65(4). Wis. Stats.] 

1PM has a 2.t tmur standard so daily records are acceptnble Mad•soo-K!pp has proposed a matnx contammg mnc operating sccnanos. Madison-K1pp proposed the matnx to demonstrate compl!ancc \1dth the 
urnb•ent a.r quality standard on a rae lilly wide basis The matrix co mains throughput mformation and ern•ssion rates for each significant process at the Atwood and Fair Oaks facilities Some scenarios list stack paramete~> and 
process operation at capacity, others list stack parameters and process restrictions 

Natural gas and propane are clean burning fuels. It is not expected that U1c visible emission limilation of 20% opacit}' would be exceeded while firing these fuels. and melting clean metal 

' Th~se plans and specitkanons arc ~ufficicm b\!cau$C the fumnce b JesigneJ w only hum natuml gas and propane. 



3. Chlorine (l) The usage rate ofchlormc for a g1ven mug~Jcs!um content 
and furnace temperature may not exceed the maximum rate~ 
follows 
(a) ma.xtmum of63 pounds per hour chlorine usage for a 
magnes•um content of ~qual to or greater than 0.18% by we1ght; 
(b) maximum of35 pounds per hour chlorine usage for a 
magnes1um content of less than 0. 18~0 but greater than or equal 
to 0 1% by weight; 
(r) 0 pound per hour for a magnesmm ~ontent of less than 0 10% 
by we1ght, 
(d) At chlorme nsage rate:; ubove 35 pound> per hour, the 
fumace tcmpermure sball be at or above 1340" F. 
(e) Chlormc may net be used at furnace temperatures belnw 
1335' F. 
[s 2.85 65(7), Wis. Stats] 

(1) The momtonng eqmpmcnt rcqmred in this permit 
shall measure the operational variables Willi the 
followmg accuracy: 
(a) The tcmpernture momtonng device shall be 
accurate to within 0_5% of the temperature being 
measured in degrees Fahrenheit or 5 'F of the 
temperature being measured. or the equivalent in 
degrees Centigrade. wh1ehevcr is greater 
(b) The 11ow monitoring devices shall be ac~urale to 
within 5% of the current being mea~ured. 
(c) The cnrrem (amperage) monitoring dev1ce shall 
be accurate to Within 5% of the current bemg 
measured. 
[s. NR 439055(3)(c), W•s Adm. Code] 
(2) To comply w•th I. A 3 a {2), the perm me~ shall 
determme the monthly chlorine emissions as follows 
Em= 0.034 • [Pounds of chlorine used] 
Where Ec·ll 1s the chlonne emissions 111 pounds and 
0.034 1s the emi~sion factor obtam~d m !he stack 
emission test in October 2003. 1f a future stack test 
results 111 a higher cmrssion factor, thi~ higher 
emisston factor shall be used m place ofO 034 
[sec NR44504{l).Wis.Adm Codeands 
285.65(3). WIS. Stats_J 
(3) At the wd of each month, up through the 12th 
month following permn 1ssuance, the average actual 
emrssrons shall be determmcd to be the total 
~m1ssions smce pt)rmn issuance, divided by the 
number of months since pcnmt1ssuance. From the 
13th month and beyond. the avcmgc monthly 
em IS!. IOns shall be determmcd by addmg the 
emi~;ions for the prevwus 12 consecutive mont11s 
and dividing the Mal by 12 The average may nO\ 
exceed 0 83 tons ofem•ss•ons These calcttlmiens 
shall be perfonnOO for each culendar month wnhm 5 
working duys of the end of that month [s_ NR 
4D7.09(l](c)1 b., W1s t\dm Code] 

(1) (a) The permittee shalt contmuously monitor and record 
the chlorine feed rate in units of pounds per hour when tl1c 
furnace is m operation, and (h) The permittee shall 
determine through anal)ticnl tests and record the magnesium 
content of the melted nlumillllm, in umts of percent by 
we1ght. at least once every f()ur hot1rs when the furnace ISm 
operation nnd chlorine rs added to the process_ 
[s. NR 439.Q.I(l)(d), Wis. Adm. Code] 

(Z) The pcrmntcc shall contmuously monitor and record the 
mew! temperature in each furnace when the umt is m 
operation. [s. NR 439 04(1 )(d). Wrs Adm Code] 

(3) The permittee >halt contmuously monnor the 
recm;ulallon injecllon pump motor amperugc_ The pump 
amperage shall be recorded at least once durmg c.1ch e1ght 
hours that chlorme is added to each furnucc 
I> NR 43904(1)(d), W1s. Adm Code] 

(4) The pcrmiltcc shall momtorthe metal belm em:h 
furnace The furnace metal level (•n un•L~ of inches down 
from full) shall be recorded at least once dunng each two 
hour penod that chlonnc 1s added to each furnace 
[s NR 439 04( t )(d), W1s Adm Code] 

(5) The following records shall be maintam~d-
(a} The actual amount of chlormc used each month (to~> per 
month); (b) the actual amount of chlorine emls:;mns each 
month, m tons, calculated using an em1ssmn factor obtamed 
from testing required by th1s permit and multiplied by the 
actual usage of chlorine. and 
(c) the monthly average chlorm~ emiSSions. calc111atcd 
according to b (2), to ;how compliance \VIth the lmutatmn of 
an average of0.83 tons per month 
[s NR439.04(l)(d), Wis. Adm Cod~] 



3. Chlonue 
concimted 

(Z) Ermssions of chlorine may not ~xceed 0 83 tons per month 
(JO.O 'll'Y), determined as an avemge twer each 12 consecutive 
momh period."' 
{s. 285.65 (7), Wis. Stats.) 

(3} Chlorine may not be added when the recirculation mjcction 
pump ·motor amperage is less than 9 amps' 
(s. 285.65(31. Stats.] 

(4) Chlorine may not be added wheu the metal level in the 
furnac<: is tnorc ihan 7 inches dovm from full 
[s. 285.65(3), Stats l 

(S) Nitrogen shall not be added when chlorine is being added to 
1he furnace. 
[s. 285.65(3), Stats.J 

(6) Stack Pnramctcn_i'orcach of$16 nnd Sl7 
(01) The ~etiht of the stad: serving each furnace shall be at least 
100.0 feet above ground level 
(h) The inside daamctcr at the outlet of the stack may uot exceed 
2.6 feet. 
(c) The stack may not be equipped with a rainhat or other device 
which impedes dte upwW'd flow of the exhaust gases. {s. 
285.65(3), Stnts.} 

(7) Total facility chlonne usage lor the RCII and RCI 2 
combined may not e.'\ceed 63 pounds per hour. 
Is. 285 1>5(4), Wis Slats ] 

{3} (a} All instruments used to monitor oper.1tional 
\'ariablcs shall be calibrated yearly or at a frequency 
)Jas~:d on good engineering practice as established by 
opcr:uionallnstory, whichever is more frequent 
[s. NR 439 055(4), Wts. Adtn. Code) 
(b) Calibration logs shall be kejlt and maintained by 
!he pcnnitttc for c:ilch monitmiriS device required by 
this pennit. 
(s. NR 43904 (I )(d}. Wts. Adm. Code] 

(4) The ~nnittcc shall keep and maintain on s ite 
technirul dmwings. blueprints or equivalent records 
of ~~e physical stack paramelers for each of the 
stacks (s. NR 439.04(1 )(d). Wis Ailm. Code}' 

{S) Compliance with chlorme emission limits shall be 
dctennined by melhods described irt sec NR 
439.06[8), Wis. Adm. Code. 
[sec. NR 439.06. Wis. Adm Cadel 

(6} (a} All instnunents used to monitor operational variables 
shall be calibrated yearly or at a frequency based on good 
engmeering practice as established by opcrononnl hhtol)', 
which~v~r is mote frequent. 
[s. NR 439.055(4), Wis. Adm Code] 
(b) Calibrallcn logs shall be kt:ptand maintained by the 
permittee for each monitoring device required by tim 
pcrm1t. [s. NR 439 04 (!)(d), Wis. Adm. Code] 

(7) When~vcr emtssion testing is req11ircd by the 
Department., compli:mce with the chlorine emission limits 
shall be determined by U.S EPA Method 26A. 
[sec. NR43906(8). Wis. Adm Code) 

(&) Mndison-Kipp Ccuporation shall keep the following 
records: (a) the pounds of chlorine used iti each fumacc for 
each hour of opcrollon. and (b) the total pounds of chi mine 
used in all fumnccs far each hour ol operation. 
[s 285.65(4). Wts Stats.J 

(9} (a} Thepcrmitte<l shall cominuoust;· monitor the 
nurogen addttion to the furnac~. 

(b) When the nitrogen system is in use, lhe niU'ogen add1tion 
shall be recorded at the slart up oflhe chlorme addrtion and 
prior to lhc shut down oftltc chlorine addition to the l'umace 

[s. NR 439.04( I )[d), Wis. Adm Code) 

(10) The pcrmillcc s.llall keep and maint3in onsite, technical 
drawings, blueprints or equi\'alcnt records of the ph~srcnl 
stack parameters. [s. NR 439 04(1 ). Wis. Adm. Code) 

t>Madisnn-Kipp requested this more resmcuve limit MACT I'C\'tew i$ required for new ~ourccs oflederal hazardous air pollutanl:i ( BAI'S) that ~xcccd I 0.0 tons per year per poll umm and 2:'1. 0 tons per yellf for any 
combination of fvdcraii·!AI'S. 40 CFR Part 63, Nation~ I Emission St:uubrds for HaUtrdous Pollutants for Secondary Aluminum Productions; Final Rult! · Reuulaled Entiti~- The final rul~ docs not apply to mnnutacturer.; nf 
aluminum dtcc;~sting.s tl1a1 melt no material other than clean charge :md materials generated within the facility and that do not operate athcnnal chip dryer, sweat furnace, 01 scrap dryerldclaquering kiln/decoaung kiln. 

7
Notc: When the pump shaft break·s, the ~ystem draws .less power and less amperage. The pump shuu dmvn tflhe amperage is tess than() amps. 

8Th esc rcqmrcmems are incl~ded bcc-<~use the source was revtcw~:d wnh these stack parameters .and it was dl!lcrmincd that no increments, acceptable ambient concenlr.ttions or ambtent ;m qu:thty standards \vtll be 
\'tolatcd when constructed a.• proposed. 



4, Hydrogen 
Clllonde 

{I) TI1e emiss10n rate ofh}drogen chloride may not exceed the 
maxtmum rate'' as detennmed by the most recent Qrumrtment 
arnwv~d stack test which demonstrates complmnce w1th the 
alummum soluble salt limit in LA.5., not to exceed 64.9 pounds 
per hour''' for the stack parameters listed m I A. I a.(2} 
[s. 285 65{3}, Wts Slats and s NR 445.04( I). \Vis Adm Code] 

(2) Emtsstons of hydrogen chlond~ may not exceed 0 83 tons 
per month ( 10.0 TPY), detennm~d as an a\'emge over each 12 
consecutive month period. 11 

[s. 285 65 (7}, Wm Stats] 

(3) Total facility ch!onne usage for the RCJI and RC!2 
combined may not exceed 63 pounds per hour 
[ s 285.65(4). Wis. Stats ] 

(I) The compliance demomtrauon methods for 
dllorinc in l A 3_b_ shall also be used to demonstrate 
compliance wtth the limitation m I A.4 a.(l) 
[sec. NR 445.04(1 ), Wis. Adm. Code and s 
235 65(3), Wis. Stats.) 

(2) To comply with !A4 a (2), the penn1ttee shall 
detcrmmc the monthly hydrogen ehlonde emiSSions 
as follows 
Em:t = 0 205 • (Pounds of chlorine used] 
Where E11c1 IS the hydwgcn chloride emissions in 
Jl<lUnds and 0 205 is the cm1sston factor obtained m 
the stack cm1sston test in October 2003. !fa futme 
stack test results in a higher emtssion factor, thts 
higher emtss10n factor shall be used in pl~ce of 
0205 
[sec. NR 445 05(1}, Wis Adm Code and s_ 
285 65(3), W1s. Stats 1 
(3) At the end of each month, up through the 12th 
month following permit issuance. the average usage 
shall be detennined to be the total emissions since 
permit ossuMce, divided by the nt.tmber of months 
smce permtt 1ssuance. From the 13th month and 
beyond, the average monthly emtss1ons s;hall be 
detennmed by adding the emissiOI15 for the previous 
12 consecutive months and dtv1ding the total by 12 
The average may not exceed 0 83 tons of cmtssions 
These ~lculations shall be pcrfonncd for each 
calendar month wah in 5 workmg daJs of the end of 
that month [s NR 407 09( l Xclt .b, Wis. Adm 
Code! 

(1) The recordkeeping methods ml A J.c. for chlorine shall 
be required to show compliance with the 1-ICI\imit m 
IA4.a(l) 
[sec NR445 05(1), Wts Adm Code and s_ 285 65(3), Wis 
Stats.] 

(2) Compliance 1~1th the hydrogen chloride e1mssionlumts 
shall be detenmned by U.S EPA Method 26A. 
[sec NR439.06(8), Wts Adm Code] 

(3) Madison-Kipp Corporation simi I keep tbe follo11tng 
records. (a) 1l1e pounds of chlorme used in each furnace for 
each hour of operattotl, and {b) the total poundo of chlonne 
used in all furnaces for each hour of operauon 
[s 285_65(4), Wts Slats] 

(4) WhcneYer stack tC.'lttng ts reqmred. 
(a) The Department shall be mformed m least :!0 workmg 

da}s prior to any st:lck testing so a Department 
representative can mtness the testing At the lime of 
noulkation a compliance emissiOn test plan shall also be 
submitted to the Dcpanmcllt for approval When approved 
m ~~<ritmg, an equivalent test method may be substituted for 
the reference test method 
{b) All tests shall be conducted llhtle operating at 100~0 
capa~1ty (chlorine usage) If operat1on at 100~;, capac1ty 
(chlorme usage} ts not feastble, the source shall opera!<: <tl a 
leYcl \lilnch IS approved by the Department 111 \Vfltmg. 
(s. NR439.07(2). W1s Adm Code] 

(5} The followmg records ;hitll be mumtamed 
(a) the actual amount of hydrogen ch!nnde emislmn.<, each 
month. m tom. calculated using an cmtsston factor obtumcd 
from testing rcqmred by this penn it and mttlttphed by the 
actual usage of chlormc; and 
(b) ~1e m<lnthly a;crage hydrogen chlonde emissions. 
calculated according to h.{2), to show compliance 1~ith the 
hmitution of an average of0.83 ton~ per month 
[s NR43904{1Xd), Wis Adm Code! 

Qlfall chlorme were comened to 1-JCl, theoretically 64.9 pounds of J-ICl could he formed from 63 pounds of chlorine Madison-Kipp has proposed to show compliance 1',-tth the 10 Tl'Y !unit through the use of 
!.lad_ !~sting ~suits 

10Madison K1pp requested thiS more restmuve lnmt This rcqmrcmcntts mcluded because the source was rel'icwed wtth these stack parameters and It 1vas dctcmuncd tlmt no mcrements, acceptublc amb•ent 
concentratiOns or ambient air quality standords will be VIOlated when constntcted as proposed 

11 Mndtson-Kipp requested thiS more restrictive limtl MACT rcv1ew is reqmrcd for new sources of federal hazardous air polluUJnts (!-lAPS) that exceed 10_0 tons per year per pollutant and 25_0 tons per }ear for 
any combination of federal HAPS 40 CFR Pan 63, Nattonal Emission Standards for Hazardous Pollutants for Secondal)-" Aluminum Producumts: Final Rule- Regulated Entities- The tina! rule docs not apply to 
manufacturers ofalummum diec(C;tings that melt no material other than clean charge m1d materials generated within the factlity and that do not operate a thermal chtp dl)-·er, sweat furnace, or scrap dryerldclaquermg 
kilnfdecoatmg kiln 



S.Aiummum (I) 2.0 pounds per hour (I) The comphance demonstrmion mctl10ds for (I) Compliance with the alummum soluble salt em1ssion 
Soluble Salts [s 285.65(7). W1s.Stms ands. NR445.04(4). W1s Adm Code] chlorine in I.A.3 b. sh~H also be used to demonstrate hmits shall be determined by U.S. EPA Method 29 for 

compliance with the lim1tation in I.A.5.a.(! ). metllls. 
(2) Total fuc1hty chlorine usage for the RCil and RC! 2 [sec. NR 445.04{1). Wis. Adm. Code and s. [sec. NR 439.06(8), Wis Adm. Code] 
combined may 1101 exceed 63 pounds per hour l s 285.65(4), 285.65(3), Wis Stat~] 
W1s Stats. I (2) Madison-K1pp Corporation shall keep the followmg 

(2) The permittee shall monitor (a) chlorine usage m records: (a) the pounds of chlorine used in each furnace for 
pounds per hour. (h) tl1e alum mum m~lt rate m tons each hour of opcrauon, and (b) the total pounds of chlorme 
per day, (c) the perceulllge of magnesium present m used in all furnaces for each hour of operation 
the uluminum, and (d) the type of fuel burned [s. 285 65(-1-). W1s. Stms j 
[s NR439.07(1), Wis Adm. Code] 

6.2,3.7.8- (1)00001 poundsperycar Iffacll1ty cmisswns of this Table 3 
(l)To comply w1th I.A.6.a.(l ), the permittee shall 

(I) Compliance w1th the cm1sslonlimit for 2.3,7.8· dctcnnmc the monthly totlll dio'>in und furnn 
Tetmchlorod1benz Group B hazardous air contaminant exceed the table value of cmtssions" as follows Tetrachlorodlbenzo-p-dioxin shall be dctermmcd usmg 
o-p-d1oxin" 0 0001 pounds per year. Mad1son-K1ppCorp. shall control USEPA Method 23 or a method approved m writing by the 

emisstons ofthts conmrninant to a level \Vh1ch 1s the best E = 7 85 • l(J11 [Pounds of chlorine u~ed] Department 
available control technology Whcf\: E is the total dwxin and furnn emiSSIOnS m [sec. NR439 06{8). Wis Adm Code] 
[s NR 445.04(3Xb}, W1s Adm Code] pnunds and 7 85*10" 11 1s the cmJss1on factor obtain m 

stack emission test at the fac1ltty. 
[sec NR445.04(3), \Vis Adm Code and s. 
285.65{3), WIS. Slats j 
(2) At the end of each month the permittee simi I add 
up the total d1o.~m and furan cmlssJons from the 
prev1ous 12 consecutive months These calculations 
shall be performed for each calendar month wnhin 5 
\Vorking days of the end of that month [s NR 
407.09(l)(c)l b, Wis Adm. Code]. 

tl 40 CFR Part63, National Em1ssion Standards for Ha1.ardous Pollutants for Secondary Aluminum Productions, Final Rule- Regulated Entittes- The !ina\ rule does not apply to manufacturers of alum1num 
di~cnslings that melt no material other than dean charge und materials generated wttltin the facility and that do not operate a thermal chip dl}·er. sweat fumace, or scr~p dryerldeluquering 1-.iln/decoutmg kiln 

tJ 2,3,7,8-tetracblorodibenl.O-p:un-dioxin is a small portton of total dtoxm and furnn 



B. OTHER CONIJITlONS APPLICABLE TO THE ENTJRE FACILITY ' 

CONDITION n. CONDITIONS b. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION 
TYPE 

I. Reporting (I} The pemtittee shall (1) Submit the results of monitoring or a summary of monitoring resu!L~ required by this pemtit to the 
periodically submit monitoring Department every 6 months. 
and compliance reports. [s. NR (a) The time periods to be addressed by the submittal are January I to June 30 and July 1 to December 31. 
407.09{1)(c)3., Wis. Adm. Code] (b) The report shall be submitted to the South Central Region Air Management Program within 30 days 

after the end of each reporting period. 
(c) All deviations from and violations of applicable requirements shall be clearly identified in the 

submittal. 
{d) Each submittal shall be certified by a responsible official as to the truth, accuracy and completeness of 

the report. 
[s. NR 439.03(1)(b), Wis. Adm. Code] 

(2) Submit an annual certification of compliance with the requirements of this pcmtit to the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources, South Central Region Air Management Program. address, phone (608) 
275-3266 

(a) Tite time period to be addressed b~i the report is the January I to December 31 period \\hich precedes 
the report. 

{b) The report shall be submitted to the South Central Region Air Management Program within 30 da::rs 
aller the end of each reporting period. 

(c) The infonnation included in the report shall comply with the requirements ofPmt II Section N of this 
permit. 

(d) Each report shall be certilied by a responsible otlicial as to the truth, accuracy and completeness oJ'th~ 
report. 
[s. NR 439.03(1)(c), Wis. Adm. Code] 



C. OTHER CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TOTHF. ENTIRE FACILITY 

Condition Type: I. Construction Permit Requirements 

a. Conditions: 

( l) C'onstn1ction Notification: The penniltee shall inlbm1 the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Soutl1 Central Region Air 
Management Progr.m1. 3911 Fish Hatchery Road. Fitchburg. WI 53711. phone (608) 275-3266. in writing of !he following for the emissions unit 
covered in this pennit: 

otice of commencing construction shall be submitted within 15 days of the start of construction. 

otice of intent tn initially operate the source(s) covered by this penn it, 30 days prior to tlu: anticipated date of initial operation. 

oticc of the actual date of initial strntup shall be submitted within 15 days of the initial startup. 

fs. NR 439.03(1), Wis. Adm. Code] 

(2) Construction Permit Ex[liration: This constmction penni! expires 18 months after the date of issuance. Construction or moditication and an 
initial operation period for equipment shakedOV>TI, testing and Department evaluation of operation to assure confom1ity with ilie permit conditions 
is authorized for each emissions unit covered in this permit. Please note that tile sources covered by this pcm1it arc required to meet all emission 
limits and conditions contained in the pem1it at all times, including during the initial operation period. If 18 months is an insunlcient time period 
JOr constmction or modilication, equipment shakcdmm. testing and Department evaluation of operation. tl1e permit holder may request and the 
Department may approve in writing an extension oftl1is penn it. 

fss. 285.60(1 )(a)2 and 285.66(1 ), Wis. Slats.; s. NR 406.12, Wis. Adnl. Code] 

{3) Completion of Operation Pem1it Application: 

ompliancc infom1ation required to complete the operation permit application Jbr ilie emission units included in tllis permit should be submitted to tl 
t !cast4months prior to the expiration oftl1e Construction l'ennit. 

pcration of tile sourcc(s) covered by this penn it aller this permit expires is prohibited unless a complete operating permit application for the source( 
:>een submitted to the Department. 

[s. 285.60(\}(b)\.. Wis. Stats.: s. NJU07.04(1)(b), Wis. Adm. CodeJ 



II c. OTHER CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO THE ENTIRE FACILITY 

Condition Type: 2. Stuck Testing Requirements 

a. Conditions: 

(1) All testing sh;J![ be perfom1cd while tl1e emissions unit is operating at 100% capacity. If operation at I 00% capacity is not feasible, the source 
shall operate at a capacity level which is approved by the Department in \Wiling. [s. NR 439.07(! ), Wis. Adm. Code] 

(2) The Department shall be infonned at least 20 working days prior to illl)' st~ck testing so n Dcpnrtment representative can witness the testing. 
At the time of notification a eompli:mcc emission test plan simi I also be submitted to the Department for approvaL When approved in \>Tiling, an 
eqtti\'alent test metlJOd may be substituted /Or the reference test method. [s. NR 439.07(2), Wis. Adm. Code] 

(3) T\\0 copies of the report on the tests slmll be submilled to the Department for evaluntion within 60 days following the tests. [s.NR 
439.07(9), Wis. Adm. Code] 



C. OTHER CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO THE ENTIRE FACILITY 

Condition T,-pe: J Malfunction Preventlon and Abatement PIJns 

a. Conditions: b. ComSJliancc Dcmonstratinn: 

(I) A malfunction prevention and abatement plan shall be prepmed and followed for (I) Tl1e plan shall be developed to prevcm, dcte~:t and correct malfunctions or 
the plant [s NR439.ll.Wis.Adm Code] cqmpment fmlurcs whtch may cause any applicable emissmns lnmtauon to be violated 

or which may cause a1r pollution 
(2} A written copy of the plan shall be kert mtlm plant and shall be upd<Oted unce [s NR439 11(1}, W1s. Adm Code] 
every five yearn [s. NR 439.11{1), Wts_ Adm Cude] 

(2} This plan shall mcludc mstallation, maintenance and routine calibration procedures 
(3} All air pollutwn control equipment shall be operated and mamtauml m for the control equtpment mstrumcntJtlon_ This plan shall requtre an mstrumentation 
conformance wtlh good engin~-enng prncuces (i e operated and mamtain~d caltbmuon at the frequency specillcd by the manufacturer bltl not less th~n once per 
according to manu1;1cturer's specifications and dltecttom ) to mimmize th~ ye~r plus an mspection and/or calibrntion whenever instrumentation anomalies are 
posstbility for the exceedancc of any emisston limttaltons [s NR 439 11(4). Wts_ noted [ss NR 407.09(1 )(c) I.e., NR 439 055(4) and s. NR 439.11, Wis Adm Code] 
Adm Cndc] 

(4) The facility shall submit the plan to the South Central Regmn Air Management (J) The plan shall requ1re a copy of the opcmtion and maintenance manual for the 
Progrnm, for review and approval The department may amend the plan if deemed cnntml equipment be maintmned on sue_ The plan shall contain all of the clements m s. 
necessary for malfunctmn prevention or for the reduction of excess emissions dunog NR439 !l(l)(a] ·(h), W1s Adm. Code_ [s_ NR439_l 1, \Vis_ Adm_ Code] 

nmlfunctions. [s NR4J9.!1(2), Wis. Adm. Code] 
(4) The facility shall maintain an inventOI)' of normal constintable items necessary to 
ensure operation of the control dcvice(s) in conform:mce with the manufacturer's 
spec,ficauons and recommendations_ [s NR 439.11, Wis Adm Code] 



C. OTIIER CONDITIO:'\S AI'PLICAOLE TO THE E:-;TJRE FACILITY 

Condit!un Type: 4 Compliance Report~ I Re.:ords 

a. Conditions: b. CompH~•tcf Demonstration: 

(I) Upon issuance of the OP"rntion pcrmn. the permittee shall submtt pcriodtc (I) Submn the results of momtoring or a summmy ormomtoring r~":Sults required by 
momtoring reports. [s- NR 407_0\1( I )(c)3 .• Wis Adm Code] this pcnmt to the Department every 6 momhs_ 

(a) The time pcnods to be addressed by the submmal arc January l to June 30 and 
{2) Upon 1ssuance or the operntmn penni!. the permittee shall subm1t pcnod1c July ltoDecember31_ 
compliance certtlicauon_ [s_ NR 407.09(4)(a)3, Wis. Adm_ Code] (b) The report shall be subm1tted Lo the South Central Region A1r Management 

l'rogmm, 3911 Fish llatchel}· Rond, Fitchburg, WI 53711. phone (608) 275-3266 
(3) The records required under this permit shall he retained Form least fivc(5) }Cars wtthm 30 days after the end of each reporting pcnod 
and shall he made aV1lilable to dep(lflrnent personnel upon request during normal (c) All deviauons from nnd violations of applicable requirements shall be clearly 
business hours. [s. NR 422.127(4){d), s_ NR439 04-, s NR 439_05, W1s Adm tdcnuficd m the sttbmittal. 
Code] (d) Each submittal shall be certified by a responsible official as to the truth, accuracy 

and completencs> of !he report_ 
(e) The content of the submittal is described in item 0. of Part !1 of~te operation 
pcnmt [s_ NR439_03(1Xb), Wts Adm. Code] 
[s. NR43903(1)(b). Wis Adm Code] 

(2) Sttbmit an annual certificatiOn of compliance with the requirements oflhts perm!\ to 
the Wisconsm Department ofNatural Resources, South Central Region Air 
Management Program. 3911 Fish Hatchery Road, Fttchburg, WI 53711. phcme 
(608) 275-3266 where source should submit, address, phone 

(n) The t1me penod to be addressed by the report IS the January 1 to December 31 
penod which precedes the report 

(b) The report ~hall be submitted !(I the South Central Rcg10n Atr Management 
Progr~m. 3911 Fish llatchery R(lad, Fitchburg. WI 53711, phone (608) 275-3266 
wnhin 30 days after the end of each reporting penod 

(c) The mfonnation included in the report shall comply w11h the requncments ofl'art 
II Section N oF this permit 

(d) Each rcpon shall be cemficd by a rcsponstblc o!Tictul as to the tn1th. accuracy 
arul completeness of the repon 

II 
[s. NR 439 03{ I )(c)> Wts_ Adm Code] 
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February 6, 2004 

Clean Air Madison 
cleanairmadison@sbcglobal.net 

Mr. Paul Yeung, Review Engineer 
Bureau of Air Management 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 7921 
Madison, Wl53707 

Subject: Comments on Draft Pennit #03-POY-328 
Madison-Kipp Corporation 
Madison, Wisconsin 

Dear Mr. Yeung: 

The Wisconsin Department ofNatural Resources is proposing to issue Pennit #03-POY -328 to the 
Madison-Kipp Corporation (MKC} which operates an aluminum foundry and die casting operations 
in our densely populated neighborhood. Clean Air Madison, which has represented the interests of 
residents concerned about the discharges from this foundry, are submitting the enclosed comments 
on the draft permit. 

If approved, this pennit will allow an additional particulate matter (PM}, aluminum salts and 
dioxin/furan emissions from the two aluminum furnaces. Though the permit will reduce the amount 
chlorine which can be used by the furnaces, recent tests show an increase in hydrogen chloride 
emiSSIOnS. 

Despite the availability of readily available control methods, the DNR is requiring MKC to comply 
with PM emission limitations which are over 30 years old. Instead of controlling these emissions, 
MKC will use tall stacks to disperse them throughput our neighborhood. The only limit on the 
amount of emissions allowed from MKC is compliance with the particulate matter air quality 
standards. The TSP air quality standards enforced by the DNR are over 30 years old. Compliance 
with air quality standards is based on a simplistic modeling analysis which assumes MKC is located 
in a flat, rural area. No attention is given to the dense population, rolling, urban terrain, or homes, 
businesses and schools immediately adjacent to the foundry. 



Mr. Paul Yetmg, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
February 6, 2004 
Page2 

We arc disappointed that the DNR is once again approving additional uncontrolled discharges into 
our neighborhood with little regard for the health and welfare of the residents surrounding the 
foundry. When responding the enclosed comments and those of surrounding residents, we encourage 
will DNR to use its resources and discretion to reduce the air pollution emissions and exposure 
caused by MKC, rather than seek ways to allow more discharges into our neighborhood, and 
recognize that the unique location of this foundry demands the greatest level of control. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the pending construction permit. Please contact us if 
you have any questions during your review of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

cc: Lloyd Eagan, Director WDNR Bureau of Air Management 
Bharat Mathur, Director EPA-Region 5, Air & Radiation Division 
Mayor Dave Cieslewicz 
Representative Mark Miller 



1. NEED FOR A MORE ACCESSIBLE PUBLIC HEARING 

Any DNR approvals for new discharges from MKC are a concern to sunounding residents. It is 
imperative that the DNR provide ample opportunity for us to review background documents and 
submit comments. The public hearing for Permit #03-POY-328 is being held on February 6th at 
I 1:00am at the DNR office in downtown Madison. The two prior hearings held on MKC air quality 
permits in 1999 and 2000 were held in the evening at a location in the neighborhood. These hearings 
were well attended by concerned residents. 

It is not clear why the DNR chose to change the time and location of the hearing for Permit #03-
POY -328 so that it was less accessible, especially to residents who must work during the day. We 
request that the DNR not conclude its review ofPennit #03-POY-328 until another public hearing 
can be held which is more accessible to neighborhood residents. This second public hearing should 
be held in the evening at a location which is more accessible. The DNR should continue accepting 
public comments on this project until the new hearing is held. 

2. PROJECT DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE PSD REGULATIONS. 

The DNR will relax the PM limitations on the furnaces up to the maximum allowed under s.NR 
415.05, Wis. Adm. Code. These regulations are over 30 years old and require no use of air pollution 
control equipment Recent aluminum foundry projects as well as the recent federal air taxies 
regulations for secondary aluminum processing plants demonstrate that emission control methods 
for PM as well as hydrogen chloride emissions arc readily available. 

In the Facility and Project Classification section of the DNR preliminary detem1ination, it is 
concluded that the existing MKC facility has emissions greater than I 00 tons per year, but is a minor 
source under the Prevention ofSignificant Deterioration regulations of Chapter NR 405, Wis. Adm. 
Code. Apparently, the DNR has concluded that MKC is not a secondary metal production plant 
under the PSD regulations. IfMKC were considered a secondary metal production plant, the facility 
would be classified as a major source and this project and future projects would be subject to the 
PSD requirements including the requirement to use of state-of-art emission control methods. 

There is sufficient background on the secondary metal production plants for the DNR to conclude 
that MKC should be included in this category. USEPA guidance on this PSD category clearly 
separates die casters which use high quality metal at ready-to-cast quality, versus secondary 
aluminum processing plants which flux molten aluminum with chlorine gas to separate undesirable 
metals. This issue is clarified in the December4, 1998 memorandum from the Infommtion Transfer 
and Program Integration Division entitled, "Treatment of Aluminum Die Casting Operations for the 
Purposes ofNew Source". Based on this clarification, ever since MKC began using chlorine gas in 
the mid-1990's to purify its aluminum scrap, MKC became a secondary metal production plant and 
major source under the PSD regulations. 

This conclusion was verified with Juan Santiago of the US EPA Integrated Implementation Group. 
This office manages the development and implementation of requirements under the new source 
review and PSD provisions of the Clean Air Act, and manages lhe national implementation of air 
toxics program requirements under Section 112 ofthe Clean Air Act. Mr. Juan Santiago verified that 
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a die casting which uses chlorine to demag its aluminum, would be considered in the secondary 
metal production plant category of the PSD regulations. Mr. Santiago's telephone number is (919) 
541-l 084 and email address is santiago.juan@cpa.gov. 

With the issuance of Operation Pennit #113014220-P01 in 2001, potential emissions from MKC 
were 108 tons per year of PM and 127 tons per year ofVOC. Both of these pollutants are over the 
I 00 ton per year threshold for a major source under the PSD regulations. The proposed potential 
emissions from the modified alumimm1 furnaces under Permit #03-POY-328 are 74 tons per year, 
which exceed the 15 ton per year PSD threshold at which the PSD requirements would apply. 

If subject to the PSD regulations, IYIKC would be required to use emission control equipment to 
control its PM and hydrogen chloride emissions. In a recent PSD approval for the Honda 
Manufacturing of Alabama, LLC, furnace emissions of these two pollutants were limited to 0.4 
lbs/ton and 0.4lbs/ton, respectively. IfMKC were required to control its emissions to this level, it 
would need to reduce PM emissions by 70% and HCl emissions by 95%. 

Further, BACT for melting furnaces would likely require the use of a fabric filter baghouse system. 
Assuming a flow rate of25,810 actin for one furnace at a baghouse outlet concentration of0.004 
gr/acf, controlled emissions would be 0.22lbs/ton, resulting in a 90% reduction in the PM emissions 
currently allowed under draft Permit #03-POY -328. 

IfMKC were considered a major source under the PSD regulations, then numerous permits approved 
throughput the 1990's should have been subject to the PSD requirements. These include the 
following construction permits: 

#99-BSP-912 allowed an increase in the chlorine, hydrogen chloride, aluminum salts, and 
particulate matter emissions from the RCI aluminum furnace and an increase in the 
particulate matter limitation for the MPH furnace. A draft permit was issued November 18, 
1999. A final construction pem1it was issued December 8, 2000. 

• Drafl construction penn it #99-BSP-925 was issued to allow the construction of a new 
aluminum furnace (RC2) limiting air taxies emissions to less than 10 TPY for one pollutant 
and 25 TPY for combined pollutants. A draft permit was issued January 25, 2000. In a 
February 16, 2000 letter, USEPA Region V infonned the DNR that the emissions increase 
from this project should be combined with that from a pending earlier pennit, 99-BSP~912, 
or else this project would be circumventing the new source MACT requirements of 112(g). 
As a result, MKC withdrew this pennit application on February 11, 2000. 

#00-BSP-944 allowed the modification of the P36 -RCI aluminum melting furnace to allow 
the injection of chlorine to remove excess magnesium from melted aluminum. The draft 
pennit was issued in October 5, 2000. A final construction pennit was issued December 8, 
2000. 

• #00-BSP-929 allowed the construction of a new 2000 kw diesel generator. Allowable NO, 
emissions were 51 TPY. In and of themselves, these emissions are above the PSD significant 
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emisswns increase threshold. The draft pennit was issued October 5, 2000. A fmal 
construction permit was issued December 20, 2000. 

Considering the significant reductions in emissions that would be achieved, Pem1it #03-POY -328 
should not be issued until the DNR designates MKC operations as within the secondary metal 
production plant category and the proposed fm11ace project complies with the PSD requirements. 

3. MODELING ANALYSIS IS NOT ADEQUATE. 

MKC is not controlling its discharges but relying on dispersion to comply with air quality standards. 
The DNR modeling analysis for Permit #03-POY -328 is contained in the DNR preliminary 
detem1ination. This analysis is inaccurate. It assumes that the foundry is located in flat, rural terrain, 
rather than surrounded by rolling, urban terrain with nearby homes, schools and businesses. If an 
accurate analysis were conducted taking into consideration local conditions, this project would not 
comply with air quality standards and the proposed pem1it could not be issued. 

The modeling procedures used by the DNR sets a double standard. People that live and work on 
ground level are protected, while those that live and work on upper stories are not protected. Under 
the DNR modeling procedures, MKC could build a stack with its exit directly outside a neighbor's 
windows, porch or balcony, since above ground concentrations are not currently considered by the 
DNR. This is a unique concern to the MKC foundry since it is located in a populated urban area. 
Surrounding homes have backyards which begin at the foundry buildings. Foundry roof vents 
exhausting the die lubricant emissions are level with surrounding windows, porches and balconies 
and level with windows at nearby Lowell School. 

Recent and proposed residential construction in the neighborhood reinforces the need for a more 
thorough evaluation of air quality impacts of MKC emissions. Since issuance of the Title V 
operation permit to MKC in 2001, new condominiums have been constructed at the comer ofMaple 
and Fair Oaks, only one block from MKC. The proposed Iron Works development of the Duraline 
Scales property immediately north ofMKC will include multi-stmy residential housing. 

DNR staff have discretion to detennine the modeling procedures for this project. We encourage 
DNR staff to develop modeling procedures appropriate for this project and its location, and which 
protects all nearby residents. 

The inaccuracyofthe modeling analysis is demonstrated by actual air pollutant measurements in the 
vicinity ofMKC and health effects reported by nearby residents. 

For example: 

The DNR operates an ambient monitor for total suspended particulates (TSP) near MKC. This 
monitor has measured 24-hour average TSP concentrations above 150 ug/m3 state air quality 
standard for TSP in 1999 and 2000. While the DNR air quality modeling analysis predicts 
compliance with the air quality standard using maximum approved emission rates, violations of the 
air standard have been measured under actual and lower emission rates. 
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In a July 13, 1994 WDNR Entity Contact Report Fonn, Linda Cutts with the WDNR states that: 
"Within a few minutes ofleavingthe plant(less than 5 min.), I experienced a dizzy, 'woozy' feeling. 
My face and fingers felt numb and tingly, my heart was 'pounding, and I found my breathing rapid 
and shallow. My proprioception was disrupted, and I did not believe I could safely drive." 

In 1999, the WDNR conducted an odor survey of neighborhood residents. Citizens attributed the 
following health effects to exposure to odors from MKC: 

• Nausea 
• Headaches 
• Irritability 
• Loss of Appetite 
• Difficulty Sleeping 
• Nose Irritations 
• Throat Irritations 
• Eye Irritations 

In the odor survey, residents reported the need to stay indoors, to close windows, or to limit outdoor 
activities due to exposure to MKC odors. 

MKC files at DNR offices contain hundreds of complaints from nearby residents. Many of these 
complaints are directly linked to odors from the MKC foundry. 

If air quality standards are being attained as predicted by the DNR dispersion modeling analysis, why 
are reported health effects so noticeable and widespread? 

If the modeling analysis were repeated taking into account the following changes, it would likely 
show that the existing foundry design would result in a violation of the air quality standards. Pennit 
#03-POY -328 could not be issued until appropriate action were taken to protect air quality in our 
neighborhood. 

The modeling procedures used by the DNR focus solely on ground level concentrations. Despite the 
obviously unsafe conditions, these procedures would allow the exit of an industrial stack to be 
located just outside a residential window or balcony. This is the situation at MKC where foundry 
roof vents are immediately adjacent to adjacent homes and level with windows at nearby Lowell 
School. 

One method to address the inaccuracy of the DNR modeling analysis would be to use flagpole 
receptors, which estimate concentrations at windows and balconies above ground leveL The use of 
flagpole receptors is a common modeling procedure in other states, and is a readily available feature 
of the DNR modeling programs. The DNR has the regulatory authority to determine the most 
appropriate modeling procedures for the issuance of air pollution pennits in Wisconsin and can 
choose to improve its modeling analysis ofMKC operations through the use of flagpole receptors. 

As an example, the DNR modeling analysis presented in the preliminary detcnnination shows that 
MKC operations will barely comply with the air quality standards. When this analysis is repeated 
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using flagpole receptors, predicted concentrations are several times higher and wet! above the air 
quality standards. 

Another method is to subtract the height of surrounding homes and buildings from the height of the 
MKC stacks. Whatever modeling approach is used, it should account for the complex urban 
environmental surrounding the foundty rather than assuming flat, rural, unpopulated terrain. 

Other factors unique to the MKC location which the DNR did not consider in its modeling analysis 
include the following: 

Downwash Effect of Nearby Homes and Buildings - Any stack located within 5L of a 
stn1cture will be influenced by that structure. This is the situation for MKC where homes 
adjacent to the MKC buildings will influence the dispersion of pollutants from the roof vents. 

Elevated Terrain in the Surround Neighborhood - Throughout the neighborhood there are 
significant changes in elevations which should be incorporated into the analysis. The DNR 
has incorporated elevations into other pennit modeling. Changes in elevations are apparent 
when the odors from MKC can be smelled on the Lowell Elementary playground or elevated 
areas several blocks from MKC. 

• Urban Dispersion Coefficients - The neighborhood smTounding MKC is an urban area 
consisting of homes, businesses and schools. It is not the rural area assumed by the DNR. 

• Downwash Cavity Concentrations- Discharges from the MKC roof vents are influenced by 
downwash leading to elevated concentrations in the downwash cavity which would be 
located in the backyards of adjacent homes. It is common procedure in other states to verify 
compliance with air quality standards in this downwash cavity. 

Correct Inventory ofincrement Consuming Sources- This permit includes the ftrst analysis 
of compliance with the PSD air quality increments for MKC operations so every effort 
should be made to use an accurate list of increment consuming air pollution sources. The 
PM 10 increment is 30 ug/m3

, lower than the !50 ug/m3 air quality standard. The preliminary 
determination identifies only increment consuming emission sources at MKC. This list 
should be expanded to include other sources in the Madison area as these may also impact 
on the same area. The preliminary determination also identifies those sources which expand 
the increment by using negative emission rates. Since the a RCI 2 (Furnace #2) was 
constructed after the PSD baseline was established, it should not be included in the list of 
increment expanding sources. 

The DNR has the regulatory authority to determine the most appropriate modeling procedures for 
this permit and has many tools to assure the accurate prediction of compliance with air quality 
standards. DNR should recognize the foundry is not located in a flat, rural area, but is surrounded 
by rolling, urban terrain with nearby homes, schools and businesses. Penn it #03-POY-328 should 
not be issued until an accurate modeling analysis has been conducted. 
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4. NEED FOR MORE RIGOROUS TESTING AND MONITORING. 

Pennit#03~POY -328 is necessary because current furnace limitations have been exceeded. Residents 
have previously raised the issue of inadequate emission estimates during issuance of prior pem1its, 
but DNR staff responded that sufficient testing had been conducted to accurately estimate the MKC 
emissions. To assure no future violations occur, the new permit should include more testing and 
monitoring. This could include annual compliance tests for PM and aluminum salts and continuous 
emissions monitoring for visible and hydrogen chloride emissions. 

Furnace emissions will vary depending many operating conditions including the cleanliness of the 
scrap aluminum and the ability of MKC to add of chlorine in the proper amounts. Occasional 
opaque, black plumes from the fumace stacks have been seen from the furnace stacks and show that 
excessive emissions can occur. These short¥term excessive emissions will have inunediate impacts 
on the residents sunounding the foundry. TI1is concern would be addressed by a requirement to 
install continuous emissions monitoring for visible and hydrogen chloride emissions to both verity 
compliance with the air permit limitations, and assure proper operation of the furnaces. 

Pennit #03~POY -328 contains conditions to limit hydrogen chloride emissions to 10 tons per year, 
presumable to avoid MKC designation as a major source of air taxies. Compliance is to be 
demonstrated using an emission factor developed from stack tests. The fonnation of hydrogen 
chloride from the chlorine will very depending on operating conditions such as the chlorine injection 
rate and the condition of the aluminum. Tests during 1995 showed a hydrogen chloride fonnation 
rate ofO.llbs HCl per lbs Cl2, while the 2003 tests showed a fom1ation rate which was double at 0.2 
lbs HCI per lbs Cl2• The pennit includes a placeholder suggestion a higher emission factor should 
be used if detennined by future testing. The variability ofhydrogen chloride formation suggests that 
continuous monitoring is needed to verify that chlorine usage is properly regulated and verify that 
1-ICl emissions remain below the 10 ton per year threshold. This concem would be addressed by a 
requirement to install continuous emissions monitoring for hydrogen chloride emissions to verify 
compliance with the air permit limitations. 

Pem1it #03-POY-328 is necessary because PM emissions arc higher than estimates in existing 
pennits. While it is clear that aluminum salts comprise some of the PM emissions, the other 
constituents are not known. US EPA emission factors for aluminum furnaces and aluminum plants 
note the presence of other hazardous air pollutants including antimony, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, 
cobalt, lead, manganese, nickel, and selenium. All of these pollutants are regulated under the NR 
445 hazardous air pollutant rules. The pennit should include a requirement to test for the remaining 
constih1ents of the increased PM emissions. 

5. NEED FOR GREATER EVALUTION OF DIOXIN AND FURAN EMISSIONS 

During issuance of the Title V operation pennit in 2001, it was not yet detem1ined if the aluminum 
furnaces were sources of dioxin and furan emissions. In Permit #03-POY -328, the DNR has now 
verified that the furnaces are a source of dioxin and furan emissions. This is most likely due to the 
MKC decision to use chlorine to remove magnesium from the scrap aluminum. Based on recent 
stack tests, the DNR has concluded that emissions of the 2378-TCDD dioxin isomer are less than 
the 0.000 I lbs/yr threshold for regttlation under Chapter NR 445, Wis. Adm. Code. 
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Operation Pennit #113014220-PO I had included a specific requirement for MKC to separate the 
addition of scrap metal and injection of chlorine by five minutes to minimize the conditions 
favorable to the fonnation of dioxin and furan emissions. Formation of dioxin and filran emissions 
is a complex process and the distribution of the isomers will vary from test to test depending on 
combustion conditions. Additionally, the fonnation of dioxin and furan emissions depends on MKC 
ability to properly operate the furnaces to avoid mixing the organic oils on the scrap castings with 
the chlorine used for demagging. 

With Pennit #03-POY -328, the requirement to separate the addition of oil coated scrap and the 
addition of chlorine has been removed from the pennits for the furnaces. This change in permit 
conditions is not supported or discussed in the preliminary determination for the draft pennit. This 
change in pennit requirements will allow simultaneous addition of oil coated scrap and chlorine, 
increasing the potential for fomuttion of dioxin and furan emissions. 

The October 2003 stack tests at MKC showed TEF emissions varied by a factor of three between 
runs, from 2.62 x 10·9 to 8.31 x I 0"9 lbs/hr. This demonstrates the potential variation in emissions 
depending on operating conditions. 

The October 2003 stack tests for hydrogen chloride, dioxins and furances were conducted at a melt 
rate of2 tons per hour, only half of the approved capacity of 4 tons per hour. The emission of these 
pollutants will vary depending on the timing of chlorine introduction and adequate mixing with the 
aluminum. Until compliance tests are conducted at the 4 ton per hour capacity, production should 
be limited to the 2 tons per hour throughput used to demonstrate compliance. 

With a relaxation of the operating restrictions which limited dioxin and furan emissions, the 
variability in the isomer distribution of these emissions, the apparent variation in emissions during 
a single test, and the fact that2003 testing was conducted at 50% of the furnace capacity, additional 
testing for dioxin and furan emissions should be included in Pem1it #03-POY-328. 

Permit#03-POY -328 contains emission limits for dioxin and furan emissions. This is the first permit 
issued to MKC that recognizes the presence of dioxin and furan emissions, but the DNR has 
conducted no analysis of the air quality impacts of these emissions. Prior pennits issued by the DNR 
to sources of dioxin and furans have included an analysis of impacts using the 2378-TCDD Toxic 
Equivalents, recognizing that every isomer of dioxin and furans poses a risk. Pennit #03-POY -328 
should not be issued until an risk analysis is conducted. 

Permit #03-POY -328 specifies an emission factor for total dioxin and furans based on an emission 
factor oflbs dioxins and furans per lbs of chlorine used. The fonn of this emission factor leads one 
to assume that low chlorine use leads to proportionally low dioxin and furan emissions. There is no 
support given for this form of the emission factor. Relatively small amounts of chlorine are needed 
to create dioxin and furan emissions. Pem1it #03-POY -328 should use an emission factor based on 
the units of lbs of dioxin and furan emissions per ton of aluminum melted. The accuracy of this 
emission factor should be verified through annual testing. 
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6. NEED FOR EVALUATION OF AIR QUALITY STANDARD FOR PM,., 

Approval the pem1it is based on compliance with the 150 ug/m3 air quality standard for total 
suspended pa11iculate matter (TSP). This standard was adopted by the USEPA as a national air 
standard in 1971 and is decades old. In 1997 USEPA a adopted a new 65 ug/mJ air quality standard 
for particles less than 2.5 microns in size (PM2 5). This new standard addresses the serious health 
effects of very small particles. 111e PM emissions from MKC are generated by the aluminum 
furnaces and condensation of die casting lube oil, so a large percentage of the emissions will 
particles in this small size range. 

To accurately assess the impacts of the foundry emissions, the DNR should compare the foundry 
impacts with the new, more restrictive PM25 air quality standard. Based on the modeling results 
presented in the DNR preliminary detennination, the impact of MKC operations alone, not 
considering background concentrations, would exceed the PM2_5 air quality standard. This 
exceedence of the new standard demonstrates the need for control of the foundry emissions to assure 
the protection of neighborhood residents. 

7. VIOLATION OF PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

MKC has requested an increase in the particulate matter emissions from 3.0 to 17.0 pounds per hour 
and an increase in the aluminum salts from 1.3 to 4.0 pounds per hour. The preliminary 
detennination for Pennit #03-POY -328 is not clear why MKChas requested an increase in emission 
limitations for the RCI I and RCI 2 furnaces. October 2003 test results show that MKC is violating 
its current emission limitations for particulate matter and aluminum salts suggesting the need for 
higher emission limitations. 

Pennit #113014220-POI for the RCI I furnace was issued May 10, 2001 with a TSP emission 
limitation of 1.51 lbs/hr. If recent stacks tests demonstrate this furnace cannot comply with its 
current PM emission limitation of 1.51\bs/hr, does this mean this furnace has violated its pennit for 
nearly 3 years and the DNR should issue a Notice of Violation? 

Pennit #00-BSP-944 for the RCI 2 furnace was issued December 10, 2000 with a TSP emission 
limitation of l .51 lbs/hr. If recent stacks tests demonstrate this furnace cannot comply with its 
current PM emission limitation ofl.51lbs/hr, docs this mean this furnace has also violated its permit 
for over 3 years and the DNR should issue a Notice of Violation? 

The DNR •s supporting preliminary detenninations for both Operation Pennit # 1130 14220-PO 1 and 
Construction Permit #00-BSP-944 both concluded that MKC would comply with the air quality 
standards. Results from the supporting modeling analyses for these pennits all indicate that MKC 
was barely able to comply with the air quality slandard of 150 uglm3

• If the TSP emissions from each 
of these furnaces are 8.5 rather than 1.5 lbs/hr used for these earlier modeling analyses, does this 
mean MKC was improperly issued air quality permits since it has been violating the TSP air quality 
standard for over 3 years? 

The report for the October 2003 stack tests explain that chlorine was injected immediately after the 
introduction of scrap aluminum. However, Operation Permit #113014220-PO l includes a specific 
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requirement under for MKC to separate the addition of scrap meta! and injection of chlorine by five 
minutes to minimize the conditions favorable to the formation of dioxin and furan emissions. Under 
Condition I.B.6.(b) (I) it states: "A separation of no less than 5 minutes shall occur between the 
introduction of chlorine to the furnace and the charging of materials other than aluminum T -bar, sow, 
ingot, billet, pig and alloying elements. [s. 285.65(3) and s. NR 445.04(3)(b), Wis. Adm. Code]" 
Operation of the RCI 1 furnace during the stack test without the five minute delay between chlorine 
introduction and charging of materials was a violation of the current permit. 

If our conclusions regarding the applicability of the PSD regulations to this project are correct, then 
MKC projects since the introduction of chlorine demagging operations in the mid-1990's had failed 
to comply with the PSD requirements. 

Permit #03-POY -328 should not be issued until the DNR has issued a Notice of Violation to MKC 
and changes are made to assure future violations will not occur. 

8. COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PROGRAM 

In 1994, President Clinton signed an Executive Orderl2898 which directs Federal Agencies to 
incorporate Environmental Justice principles as part of their day-to-day operation by identifying and 
addressing"disproportionately" high and adverse human health and environmental effects of 
programs, policies activities on minority populations and low-income populations." 

The east side of Madison, Wisconsin is home to the many low income and minority families. Lowell 
Elementary School, located only I block from the MKC foundry, participates in the federal Title I 
education program, receiving funds to ensure that poor and educationally disadvantaged students 
have additional support to help them meet high academic standards. 

The east side of Madison also has the burden of dealing with the environmental impacts of the 
majority of the city's industries and sources of poJiution. In addition to MKC, other industries and 
pollution sources impacting the neighborhood include the following: 

• Dane County Regional Airport has its main flight path over the neighborhood surrounding 
MKC and receives the majority of its noise complaints from this neighborhood; 

A recent WDNR odor survey demonstrated that the neighborhood is impacted by the Oscar 
Meyer Foods Corporation meat smoking operations and Webcrafters, Inc. web offset printing 
operations. 

• Other east side industries reporting to the national taxies release inventory include 
Royster-Clark Inc.; Berntsen Brass & Aluminum Foundzy; Mautz Paint Company; Rayovac 
Corporation; Rhodia Inc.; Safety-Kleen Systems; and Vendura Industries. 

During the 1990's Wisconsin & Southern Railroad moved its train switching operations to 
the east side of Madison, dramatically increasing freight train noise, traffic disruptions and 
safety hazards to east side residents. 

Page II 



Our neighborhood is a major thoroughfare for commuter traffic flowing from bedroom 
communities to downtown Madison offices. 

Due to the composition of the population in the area surrounding MKC and the disproportionate 
amount of other environmental pollution which already impacts our quality of life, the 
Environmental Justice program should be applied to all air quality pennits issued to the MKC 
foundry. Each USEPA regional office as well as the WDNR have contacts to evaluate the 
applicability of this EJ program. However, there is no discussion of the EJ program in the support 
documents for the operation pennit. 

Issues which should be addressed during permitting are described at the US EPA Region 5 web site 
for the EJ program at: http://www.epa.gov/reg5ogis/r5ej/index.htm 

Here are suggestions for implementing the Environmental Justice Program for permits issued to 
MKC: 

1. Monitoring. Include permit conditions that set additional monitoring requirements, and require 
the permittedfaci!izv to make monitoring data more readily accessible to the impacted community. 

The permit should include extensive testing and monitoring procedures which will verify continued 
compliance with pennit emission limitations and the assumptions used as a basis for issuance of the 
operation pennit. The WDNR has the discretion to require more frequent stack testing and use of 
continuous emissions monitoring. Every effort should be taken to assure failsafe mechanisms and 
procedures are required by the pennit to verify continuous compliance by MKC. 

2. Risk reduction. Any additional steps which ~viii reduce risk from a permitted activity are 
appropriate, where the impacted population already faces a heightened risk of harm to human 
health and the environment. Include improved or more stringent standard operating procedures to 
reduce releases and exposures. 

Regulatory discretion and every effort should be made to encourage MKC to use available air 
pollution control technologies and methods to reduce its air pollution discharges in the surrounding 
neighborhood. TI1epermit shouldrecognizeMKC as subject to the PSD regulations and incorporate 
its air pollution control requirements. The draft pennit allows hydrogen chloride emissions from the 
aluminum furnaces which are 22 times greater than a recent PSD approved pennit. The permit 
should recognize available control technology and require MKC to control these emissions. 

State of the art dispersion modeling procedures should be used to assure protection of the air quality 
standards. For the draft permit, the DNR has used simplistic modeling procedures which failed to 
consider the urban setting ofMKC, the differences in elevation between MKC and the surrounding 
neighborhood, the close proximity of homes with backyards abutting the foundry buildings, and 
sensitive receptors like Lowell Elementary School. The DNR has the authority and skills to require 
the use of more precise modeling procedures. The modeling analysis supp011ing the issuance of the 
permit should be repeated. Prior to conducting this analysis, there needs to be a comprehensive 
survey of emissions sources at the MKC foundry and their release points. This will assure that all 
locations of air pollutant discharges are included in the analysis. While stacks may exhaust the 
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majority of the foundry emissions, releases through windows, doors and other building opening will 
immediately expose neighbors living adjacent to the foundry. The new analysis should incorporate 
more accurate procedures to assure the maximum concentrations are predicted. If the predictions are 
more accurate, dispersion becomes a less viable option compared to the use of control equipment 
or control methods. 

The DNR should use its authority and discretion to conclude that MKC is a cause of objectionable 
odors within the neighborhood and require corrective action to reduce exposure to all sources of 
odors from the MKC foundry. 

3. Release preparedness. Additional requirements for emergency preparedness should be used to 
address the riskji·om an accidental or unpermitted release. 

The Risk Management Plan for MKC chlorine storage concludes that an accidental release of 
chlorine would affect over 16,000 people. To warn residents of an accidental release, MKC proposes 
to contact the 911 emergency telephone number. This warning method is inadequate and does not 
provide adequate protection of neighborhood and city residents. This is an especially dangerous 
situation for residents which live close to storage and handling areas. The RMP submitted by MKC 
should be improved prior to issuance of the Title V operation permit. 

All chlorine storage and handling areas should be equipped with monitoring and warning equipment 
to detect releases, and immediately warn the neighborhood of the accident. It should not be left to 
the discretion ofMKC to decide iflocal authorities or surrounding neighbors should be warned. If 
the pennit incorporates sufficient control and compliance demonstration methods to assure the 
protection of the surrounding neighborhood, it wil! reflect the true cost oft he airpotlution discharges 
and provide incentives for MKC to find cleaner and safer manufacturing alternatives. Everyone 
would benefit from this change to less polluting production methods. 

IfDNR staff have any support for the goals of the environmental justice program, it should use its 
resources and discretion to protect nearby residents. 
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Title VI Complaint 

Attachment D 
CAM Comments #2 



February 26, 2004 

Clean Air Madison 
cleanairmadison@sbcglobal.net 

Mr. Paul Yeung, Review Engineer 
Bureau of Air Management 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box. 7921 
Madison, WI 53 707 

Subject: Additional Comments on Draft Permit #03-POY -328 
Madison-Kipp Corporation 
Madison, Wisconsin 

Dear Mr. Yeung: 

On February 6'\ the Department ofNalural Resources (DNR) held 11 public hearing on a proposal 
from Madison-Kipp Corporation (MKC) to increase air pollution emissions from its aluminum 
foundry on Atwood A venue. All speakers opposed the new discharges and questioned DNR staff 
on whether the health of residents surrounding the foundry was being protected. Speakers cited 
numerous health complaints and stro...ssed that additional air pollution was unacceptable. ·we 
encourage the DNR to recognize the current air quality problems in the vicinity of the foundry, and 
to use its discretion and skills to assure that these new discharges are thoroughly evaluated and 
controlled to the greatest extent possible. 

Please find enclosed additional comments which supplement those provided in our February 6111 

letter. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the pending construction permit. Please contact 
us if you have any questions during your review of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 



Clean Air Madison 
cleanairmadison@sbcglobal.net 

cc: L. Eagan, Director, WDNR Bureau of Air Management 
S. Rothblatt, Director, EPA-Region 5, Air & Radiation Division 
T. Dawson, WDOJ Environmental Protection Unit 
Mayor D. Cieslewicz 
Representative M. Miller 
Governor J. Doyle 



One of the benefits of applicability of the PSD regulations is the requirement under NR 405.08 to 
use Best Available Control Technology (BACT}. BACT would require the use of state of the art 
control technology rather than relying on the 30-yearoldemission limitations under NR 415. Vlhile 
a proper BACT analysis would identify all available emission control options, background to the 
national Maximum Available Control Technology requirements for secondary aluminum processing 
plants recommends the use oflime injection and baghouse control technology to control emissions 
ofhydrogen chloride and particulate matter. To verify the feasibility of installing this type of control 
system, a cost estimate was obtained for a lime injection- baghouse control system. A system sized 
for the flow rate and emissions from the two furnaces would cost $650,000. Assuming a20-year life 
and 3% interest, annualized costs for this control system wotJld be $43,680 per year. 

Draft Permit #03-POY-328 allows emissions from the two furnaces of 17 lbs/hr of PM and 64.9 
lbs/hr ofHCl. Installation of the lime injection-baghouse control system will reduce emissions to 
L71bs/hr of PM and 1.91bs/hr ofHCI, removing 90% of the PM and 97% of the HCI. 

Draft Permit #03-POY-328 limits annual emissions of PM and HCI to 74.5 and 10 TPY, 
respectively. The control system will reduce the emissions by 67.1 and 9.7 TPY, respectively, for 
a total of 107 TPY reduction in emissions. 

Based on the cost estimate and emission reductions, the cost effectiveness for the lime injection
baghouse control system is $408 per ton of PM and HCI removed. This is easily within the cost 
effectiveness considered reasonable for BACT. Reductions in aluminum salt and dioxin/furan 
emissions are expected from this control system and further justify the use of this air pollution 
control system. 

It should be concluded by the DNR that Pem1it #03-POY-328 cannot be issued because the two 
furnaces do not comply with the NR 405 PSD requirements, and are not equipped with BACT such 
as the lime injection-baghouse control system presented here. 

If MKC is a major source under the PSD regulations, then all pem1its approved throughout the 
1990's sl10uld be reviewed to verify compliance with the PSD requirements. 

3. MODELING ANALYSIS IS NOT ADEQUATE. 

In our February 6'h comments, it was concluded that if an accurate modeling analysis was conducted 
for Permit #03-POY-328, the project would not comply with air quality standards and the proposed 
pennit could not be issued. The Department's preliminary detem1ination assumes that the foundry 
is located in flat, rural terrain, rather than surrounded by rolling, urban terrain with nearby multi
story homes, schools and businesses. 

One significant issue is consideration of the multi-story buildings immediately adjacent to the 
foundry stacks and roof vents. There are existing homes and buildings near the foundry with upper 
level windows, balconies and rooftop access. Lowell Element1.ry School is located one block from 
the foundry on elevated site, with second stmy windows open during the wam1er months and a roof 
top vent intake for its ventilation system. Construction of new multi-story buildings continue in the 
neighborhood. Since issuance of the TiUe V operation pem1it to MKC in 200 l, multi-story 
condominiums have been buill on the corner of Atwood and Maple A venues, only one block from 
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the foundry. New residential housing has been proposed directly north ofthe foundry as part of the 
Iron Works Development. 

In a June 11, 1984 memorandum from USEPA, Applicability of PSD Increments to Building 
Rooftops, modeling compliance with the air quality standards at elevated locations is discussed, and 
it is concluded that: 

"national ambient air quality standards are designed to protect the public health and welfare and 
apply to all ambient air which does include the rooftops and balconies of buildings accessible by 
the public." 

Contrary to USEPA guidelines, the modeling analysis conducted by the Department for Permit#03-
POY -328 only considered ground level concentrations, and does not consider compliance with air 
quality standards at elevated locations where residents in the surrounding neighborhood will be 
exposed. A copy of this memorandum is attached. 

One approach for evaluating concentrations at elevated locations is the use of flagpole receptors. 
There may be other modeling methods available to accomplish the same goaL The Department's 
analysis using the ISC3 dispersion model for Pennit #03-POY -328 is summarized in its preliminary 
determination. This estimated a maximum 24-hour average TSP concentration of 70.4 ug/m3

. 

Combined with the background concentration of 69.3 ug!m\ the total predicted concentration is 
139.7 ug/m3

, which is slightly below the 24-hour average air quality standard of 150 ug/m3
. 

If the analysis is rentn using flagpole receptors of6 meters (20 feet) to simulate exposure at upper 
tloor windows, balconies, rooftops or ventilation intake vents, the same modeling runs predict a 
maximum 24-hour average TSP concentration of 167 ug/m3

• Combined with the background 
concentration of69.3 ug/m3

, the total predicted concentration is 236 ug!m\ which exceeds the 24-
hour average air quality standard of 150 ug/m3

• 

As noted in our Febmary 6rn comments, the DNR modeling analysis did not address changes in 
elevations. Ifthe analysis is rerun using elevations and flagpole receptors of6 meters (20 feet), the 
same modeling runs predict a maximum 24-hour average TSP concentration of 189.7 ug/m3

• 

Combined with the background concentrationof69.3 ug/m3
, the total predicted concentration is 259 

ug/m3
, which exceeds the 24-hour average air quality standard of 150 ug/m3

. 

The need to evaluate air quality standards at elevated locations and the acceptability of flagpole 
receptors as a modeling tool was also recommended in a February 17, 2004 email from Randall 
Robinson ofUSEPA Region V, who concludes: 

"We do not recommend using flagpole receptors to calculate concentrations at a height above 
ground level (for example a 1.5 111 breathing level height) under normal circumstances because it 
isn't necessarily a conservative assumption. However, we do have policy memos on SCRAM (e.g., 
June 1/, 1984 letter) that talk about the definition of ambient air being "that portion of the 
atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the general public has access." The memos further 
discuss roojiop patios and balconies as being ambient air areas relevant to the NAAQS. In those 
ambient air situations, ·where the public has access, flagpole receptors could be used to estimate 
concentrations at the appropriate elevations. " 
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The modeling analysis used to support issuance ofPem1it #03-POY -328 does not account for the 
unique urban area surrounding the MKC foundry. I fan appropriate analysis is conducted, predicted 
concentrations exceed the air quality standards and Pem1it #03-POY -328 cannot be approved. 

4. NEED FOR MORE RIGOROUS TESTING AND MONITORING. 

MKC has applied for Permit#03-POY -328 because current furnace limitations have been exceeded. 
Residents have previously raised the issue of inadequate emission estimates during issuance of prior 
permits, but DNR staff responded that sufficient testing had been conducted to accurately estimate 
the MKC emissions. To assure no future violations occur, the new permit should include more 
testing and monitoring, including the use of continuous emissions monitoring equipment for visible 
and hydrogen chloride emissions. 

5. NEED FOR GREATER EVALUTION OF DIOXIN AND FURAN EMISSIONS 

It was noted in our Febnmry 6th comments that the DNR has conducted no evaluation to determine 
if the dioxin and furan emissions from the two furnaces pose any risk to human health. At the 
February 6tl' public hearing, concerns were raised about the long-tem1 risks due lo exposure to these 
emissions, either through inhalation or through other routes of exposure. Residents were concerned 
about deposition in the surrounding neighborhood, including on the playground at Lowell 
Elementary School, and on nearby backyard and community gardens. 

TI1e DNR has conducted multi-pathway risk assessments to evaluate the issuance of air pollution 
control pem1its from other sources of dioxin and furan emissions. This type of analysis should be 
conducted to determine ifthe proposed fum ace emissions pose any significant hazard to surrounding 
residents. 

6. NEED FOR EVALUATION OF AIR QUALITY STANDARD FOR PM~, 

The DNR has proposed to issue Pennit #03-POY-328 based on compliance with the 150 ug/m3 air 
quality standard for total suspended particulate matter (TSP). As noted in our February 6th 
comments, this TSP standard was adopted by the USEPA as a national air standard in 1971. 

In 1997 USEPA adopted new air quality standards for particles less than 2.5 microns in size (PM2_5). 

These new standards address the serious health effects of very sma11 particles. The PM emissions 
from MKC are generated by the aluminum furnaces and condensation of die casting lube oil, so a 
large percentage of the emissions will be particles in this small size range. The new 24-hour average 
air quality standard is 65 ug/m3 and the new annual average air quality standard is 15 ug/m3

. 

To accurately assess the impacts of the foundry emissions, the DNR should compare the foundry 
impacts with the new, more restrictive PM2_5 air quality standard. 

The Department's analysis using the ISC3 dispersion model for Permit #03-POY-328 is 
summarized in its preliminary determination. The estimated maximum 24-hour average TSP 
concentration is 70.4 ug/m3

• Assuming all of the PM emitted by MKC is smaller particles, the impact 
of foundry operations, without considering background concentrations, exceeds the new air quality 
standard of 65 ug/m3 for PM2_5 • 
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According to Nancy Mayer (919/541-5390), US EPA will be proposing this spring draft regulations 
for incorporating the PM2.5 air quality standards into new source review permit programs. 
Considering the many health complaints attributed to MKC emissions, DNR starT should recognize 
the failure of its current TSP air quality standard and modeling procedures to protect nearby 
residents. Using the proposed PM25 air quality standard to evaluate the issuance of Permit 
#03-POY-328 will better protect the public than the 30-year old TSP standard. 

7. VIOLATION OF PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

MKC has requested an increase in the particulate matter emissions from 3.0 to 17.0 pounds per hour 
and an increase in the aluminum salts from 1.3 to 4.0 pounds per hour. October 2003 test results 
show that MKC is violating its current emission limitations for particulate matter and aluminum salts 
suggesting the need for higher emission limitations. 

At the February 611' public hearing, DNR staff indicated the issuance of Permit #03-POY -328 will 
address the violation of current emission limitations. Tiwre are numerous issues raised during the 
public comment period which demonstrate that Permit #03-POY -328 cannot be issued and MKC 
will continue to be in violation of its current emission limitations. The current limitations were 
established after considerable time and effort were expended by DNR staff to verify these lower 
limitations were necessary to protect air quality standards, and by surrounding residents reviewing 
the DNR analysis. DNR staff should enforce current emission limitations and refer its Notice of 
Violation to the Department of Justice. 

8. COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PROGRAM 

In our February 61
h comments, DNR staff were encouraged to implement the Department's and 

USEPA's Environmental Justice (EJ) program and require a higher level emissions control, 
monitoring and risk reduction from MKC. The EJ program is based on the federal law of the Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which the State of Wisconsin is obligated to enforce. We 
recommend DNR staff contact Alan Walt at the USEPA Region V Office of Regional Counsel 
(312/353-8894) to assure that issuance ofPennit #03-POY -328 complies with the requirements of 
EJ program and Title VI. 
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December 4, 1998 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT; 

TO; 

FROM; 

Treatment of Aluminum Die Casting Operations for the Purposes of New Source 
Review Applicability 

Addressees 

Thomas C. Curran, Director 
Information Transfer and Program Integration Division (MD-12) 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide guidance in making case-by-case 
detenninations of whether die casting plants should be categorized generally as secondary aluminum 
recovery plants or whether the processing steps within a die casting plant might be considered as a 
secondary aluminum support facility. This is in response to a request by the North American Die 
Casting Association (NADCA) for guidance on the issue of whether aluminum die casting facilities 
are secondary metal production plants under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
regulations. Such guidance has bearing on the classification of aluminum die casting facilities as 
major sources for the reason that secondary metal production plants are subject to a lOO~tons-per
year major source threshold rather than the 250-tons-per-year threshold applicable to many other 
types of sources. This memorandum contains EPA's analysis of the issues raised by NADCA's 
request. 

The EPA agrees with NADCA that aluminum die casting facilities typically need not be 
considered secondary metal production plants. As a general matter, aluminum die casting facilities 
do not use the feedstock, do not engage in the elaborate processes, and do not produce the end 
products that are charactetistic of facilities engaged in secondary aluminum recovery. 

While infmmation supplied by NADCA indicates that some die casting facilities employ 
certain process steps similar to those employed by secondary metal production facilities, EPA agrees 
with NADCA that these process steps are distinguishable in most cases. In exceptional cases, the 
process steps that cannot be distinguished from secondary metal production meet the criteria for a 
"nested" support facility that by itself is subject to the 1 00-tons-per-year major source threshold. 
Finally, it is possible that a die casting facility could be integrated with a secondary aluminum 
recovery process to such an extent that the principal products or activities would constitute a 
secondary metal production plant. The analysis that follows discusses the critical factors that should 
be evaluated in detetmining whether a die casting facility satisfies the rather specific and unique 
qualifications of being a secondary aluminum recovery plant or if certain process steps constitute 
a "nested" secondaty aluminum recovery suppm1 facility. 



The policies set forth in this document are not judicially reviewable. They do not change 
existing EPA regulations, are intended solely as guidance, do not represent final agency action, and 
cannot be relied upon to create rights enforceable by any party. Fmther, this guidance is not 
intended to reverse or supersede any case-by~case determination made previously by an EPA 
Regional Office, State or local permitting authority. 

The Regional Offices should send this memorandum to the States within their jurisdiction. 
Questions concerning specific issues and cases should be directed to the appropriate Regional 
Office. The Regional Office staff may contact Mr. Dennis Crumpler of the Integrated 
Implementation Group at (919) 541-0871 if they have any questions. This document is available 
on the TTN Web at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/nsr/poly _gui.html. Users unfamiliar with this web site 
may obtain help by calling the TTN help line at (919) 541~5384. 

Addressees: 
Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region I 
Director, Division of Environmental Planning and Protection, Region II 
Director, Air Protection Division, Region III 
Director, Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division, Region IV 
Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V 
Director, Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division, Region VI 
Director, Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division, Region VII 
Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Partnership and Regulatory Assisl.ance, Region VIII 
Director, Air Division, Region IX 
Director, Office of Air, Region X 



The EPA's Analysis of Die Casting Operations 
and Information Supplied by the North American Die Casting Association 

Should die casting operations be classified as secondary metal production plants? 

Our analysis suggests that die casting operations generally need not be classified as 
secondary metal production plants. In most cases, the processes and products of the two types of 
operations are sufficiently distinct to warrant this detem1ination. 

The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code Manual provides the starting point for 
determining which pollutant-emitting activities should be considered as part of the same industrial 
grouping for the purposes of defining a stationary source. The exact term "secondary metal 
production plant," which is identified in Section 169 ofthe Clean Air Act as an industrial source 
category that is subject to a 100-ton-per-year major source threshold, does not appear in the SIC 
Code Manual. The SIC Code Manual does list, however, the category "Secondary Metal and 
Refining of Nonferrous Metals." This category includes sources primarily engaged in recovering 
nonferrous metals and alloys from new and used scrap and dross or in producing alloys from 
purchased refined metals. 

The SIC Code Manual does not give a detailed technical description of the process that is 
used in secondary metals recovery. To gain a better description of the secondary aluminum process, 
we consulted the technical literature, including the McGraw-Hill Encyclopedia of Science and 
Technology and Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors. Fifth edition fAP-42) Section 12.8. 
From these references, we found that conventional secondary aluminum processing includes the 
following steps: receiving every conceivable kind of post-consumer scrap and recyclable waste 
aluminum1

; drying the scrap; shredding or grinding; and burning off organic and other volatile 
residues such as paint or oil; and sweating and decanting to separate the aluminum from other metals 
in the scrap. Most secondary aluminum processes use a reverberatory furnace to sweat or decant 
the scrap, but crucible furnaces can also be used for small, batch operations. After the preliminary 
separation, the molten aluminum still contains a significant amount of alloyed metals. These metals 
are removed by smelting while still in the reverberatory furnace. During this part of the process, the 
molten mixture is "fluxed" with chloride salts and/or chlorine gas to separate undesirable metals 
("demagging") and impurities. Fluxing rates are typically in the range of 5-7 percent of the mass 
of aluminum that is smelted. Hydrogen gas is removed (degassed) by bubbling an inert gas through 
the melt. After 

1Post-consumer scrap aluminum is any aluminum product or intennediate which has been 
discarded by consumers after use. Examples would be broken ladders, discarded storm doors 
and windows, old gutters, empty cans, broken or otherwise unusable auto engine and body parts, 
home and building siding or inside panels in demolition waste, electrical wire, and demolished 
mobile home siding and parts. Post-industrial scrap, which includes dross from smelting and 
refining and any other scraps that are too dirty or too far out of specification to recycle directly 
back into product manufacturing process, is added to post-consumer scrap for recovery by 
secondary smelters. 



impurities are removed, certain metals or minerals are added to bring product characteristics or 
quality back to customer specification. The process concludes with a final filtration, followed by 
casting the recovered aluminum into ingots, block (called billets), bars, and shot. 

Die casting involves melting metal and then forcing it with pressure into molds through a 
series of channels and vents to fom1 aluminum parts and products. To obtain detailed infonnation 
regarding the die casting process, EPA met with NADCA and some of its members. EPA's Region 
V staff also obtained additional information during a visit to a die casting facility. From this, it 
appears that the typical die casting facility uses high quality metal of a specified alloy and purity as 
feedstock, in the form of ingots or billets, which are brought into the plant at ready-to-cast quality. 
TI1e feedstock is melted in a furnace (of various types, but most typically a reverberatory furnace). 
As much as 1 percent by weight of a purifying flux is added to the furnace prior to receiving the 
charge to control oxidation and to maintain alloy specifications. Once the metal is heated and 
exposed to air in the furnace, a small amount of molten metal oxidizes to form dross that floats to 
the surface. The dross is skimmed off or filtered from the molten metal and sold to smelters. TI1e 
molten aluminum may also be degassed ofhydrogen by injecting nitrogen or argon gas into the melt. 
Trimmings from cast parts, turnings from drilling and milling the castings, and defective castings 
or quality rejects are recycled to the furnace. 

In addition to the use of ingots or billets for feedstock, some die casting facilities purchase 
returns from other facilities in the die casting industry. Where the composition of the returns can 
be specified and controlled contractually, die casters can incorporate recyclable alloy grade 
aluminum into their feed without extensive Iluxing or alloying. As a result, such inter-facility 
transfers of recyclable alloy grade aluminum have no different effect on the die casting facility's 
operations than the processing of its own in-house returns. In contrast, few die casters generate 
feedstock from post-consumer scrap or unspecified aluminum scrap from junk dealers because of 
quality control concerns. 

With respect to plant output, die casters produce a marketable aluminum part or product. A 
facility may temporarily cast aluminum into intennediate fonns, such as sows (large round blocks), 
for the purpose of storing its residual process raw material when equipment is shut down for 
maintenance or repair. This intermediate is not sold but fed back to the process upon restart. 

As the above description illustrates, conventional secondary aluminum recovery plants and 
die casting facilities differ in several respects. Die casters do not typically produce feedstock from 
post-consumer or unspecified aluminum scrap. As a result, most die casters do not engage in a 
number of the cleaning and pretreatment steps typical of secondary aluminum recovery such as 
pyrolitic cleaning, sweating, and thennal separation. Die casters also use a relatively small amount 
of flux--less than one percent by weight of the processed aluminum--primarily to remove products 
of oxidation in the melt rather than to remove large portions of undesirable metals. Finally, die 
casters produce a marketable aluminum part or product rather than an intermediate fonn of feedstock 
such as billets, bars or ingots for sale to or use by mills that perfonn rolling, extrusion, drawing 
forging or casting. 



As a result of this analysis, EPA will presume that a die casting facility is not engaged in 
secondary aluminum production as a primary activity as long as two conditions are met: (1) the 
facility uses feedstock such as ingots, billets, bars, sows or shot (or even as molten metal) that is of 
a specified alloy and purity or scrap from other industrial facilities for which the quality is specified 
and guaranteed by contract and for which little fluxing or alloying is required; and (2) the facility 
does not produce intermediate forms of feedstock (ingots, billets, bars, shot, sows, etc.) for sale or 
for use by other facilities. 

If a plant produces cast aluminum parts but uses post-consumer or unspecified aluminum 
scrap as a feedstock, it will be a closer question whether the plant's primary activity is secondary 
aluminum recovery. The quality and origin of the post-consumer or unspecified aluminum scrap, 
the use of thermal cleaning or separation, as well as the amount used relative to the amount of 
specified-grade alloy feedstock, will have some bearing on whether secondary aluminum recovery 
is the ptimary activity. 

Does the die casting facility utilize steps that would be considered secondary aluminum 
processing as a support facility? 

Non.vithstanding a determination that a facility's primary activity is not secondary aluminum 
recovery, the use of any post-consumer or unspecified aluminum scrap would result in a 
determination that certain operations at a die casting facility should be considered a "nested" 
secondary aluminum support facility. When determining whether a source contains a nested 
secondary aluminum support facility, the specific process steps of which would be subject to a 100 
tpy major source threshold, a source's end product is not necessarily a determining factor. 

The EPA addressed this issue in the context of secondary aluminum recovery at a finishing 
mill in a July 28, 1989 memorandum concerning Golden Aluminum from William B. Hathaway, 
Division Director, Air, Toxic and Radiation, EPA Region 6, to Steve Spaw of the Texas Air Control 
Board. The EPA's position was reaffirmed in subsequent letters of July 20, 1990, from Robert E. 
Hanneschlager to Jeff Civins and again in a September 3, 1991 letter from William G. Rosenberg 
to Carol Dinkins. With respect to the Golden Aluminum facility, EPA found that the source, even 
though it produced a specific end-product other than aluminum ingot or block, also engaged in 
recovering aluminum from used, scrap aluminum that was collected from outside the facility, with 
a process that included several classical secondary metal process steps identified above. Those 
secondary metals process steps were detenuined to be a nested support activity that was subject to 
the major source threshold of 100 tons per year specified by Congress in the Clean Air Act. 

The EPA will presume that the recycling steps at a die casting facility do not constitute 
secondary metals production in a support facility capacity only under narrow circumstances. That 
is, if the facility recycles only in~ house returns with original feedstock and uses the simple melting, 
fluxing and degassing process steps described above, then EPA wi11 presume that the facility does 
not engage in secondary aluminum recovery. In-house retums of specified quality that are 
purchased by contract from other die casting facilities also satisfY the feedstock criteria for this 
presumption. In any case where this presumption is rebutted, the total emissions from all the 
recycling steps must be compared against the 1 00-ton-per-year major source threshold. 



HEMORANDUM 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Washington, D. C. 20460 

June 11, 1984 

SUBJECT: Applicability of PSD Increments to Building Rooftops 

FROM: Joseph A. Cannon /s/ 
Assistant Administrator 
for Air and Radiation 

TO: Charles R. Jeter 
Regional Administrator, Region IV 

The following is in response to your letter of November 10, 
1983, concerning issues which you felt required review for national 
consistency relating to a new source review for an Alabama Power 
facility in downtown Birmingham, Alabama. 

On September 29, 1983, your office informed the State of 
Alabama that a source's compliance with the PSD increments must be 
measured on the tops of buildings, as well as at ground level. 
Since then we have discussed the question extensively among 
ourselves and with representatives of the State of Alabama and the 
company. For the reasons that follow, I do not believe we are in 
a position to definitively assert that PSD increments apply to 
rooftops without further information as to the consequences for the 
PSD system as a whole. Accordingly, I recommend that we inform 
Alabama that we do not now require that compliance with PSD 
increments be measured at the tops of buildings. A State may, of 
course, adopt such an approach if it so desires. 

Between 1970 and 1983, it appears to have been general EPA 
practice to determine compliance with both NAAQS and PSD increments 
at ground level, not at roof level. On !l!arch 18, 1983, however, 
Kathleen Bennett, in a letter to the State of New York, determined 
that the "national ambient air quality standards are designed to 
protect the public health and welfare and apply to all ambient air 
which does include the rooftops and balconies of buildings 
accessible by the public." 

I believe this conclusion was correct. Apartment balconies, 
rooftop restaurants, and the like present a potential for human 
exposure that the primary ambient air quality standards should be 
interpreted to address. 

Given this conclusion, one could argue, based on the text of 
the relevant regulations and the Clean Air Act, that the PSD 
increments apply wherever the NAAQS apply, and that both must apply 
throughout the "ambient air." However, the PSD system, unlike the 
NAAQS system, does not aim at achieving one single goal. Rather 
it represents a balance struck first by Congress between a given 
level of protection against degradation and a given potential for 
economic growth. It appears that the calculations on which that 
balancing judgment was based all assumed that PSD increments would 
be measured at ground level. 
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A number of state officials who are now administering PSD have 
argued to me that by measuring PSD increments on rooftops as well 
as at ground level, EPA would make the PSD system appreciably more 
stringent than Congress contemplated. Although major urban areas 
are all Class II areas, this approach, it is argued, could result 
in constraints on growth comparable to those that apply in 
Class I areas -national parks and wilderness areas. Such an 
outcome would not, it is argued, be consistent with Congressional 
intent. 

In these circumstances, I think that preserving the status quo 
is particularly advisable because: 

0 It is likely that Alabama did not contemplate adopting a 
"rooftops" approach to PSD when it took over the PSD program. That 
expectation, though not decisive, does provide some reason not to 
change the situation without formal rulemaking. 

0 The consequences of a erroneous decision to consider 
increment consumption on rooftops will be more severe than those 
of an erroneous decision not to consider them. The adoption of 
such an approach will present at least a procedural, and, probably 
a substantive obstacle to development in urban areas, while in its 
absence air quality will still be protected by the NAAQS, by the 
PSD increments supplied at ground level, and by the other aspects 
of PSD review such as Best Available Control Technology. 

Therefore, I have concluded that since the State of Alabama 
has authority under an approved implementation plan for 
administering the PSD program within Alabama, it is their 
responsibility to apply this principle of maintaining the status 
quo to this case, taking all the relevant facts into account. 

Please advise the State of Alabama of the Agency's position 
on these points as our response to the issues which they raised in 
meetings with both of us. 

cc: A. Alm 
P. Angell 
T. Devine 
G. Emison 
w. Pedersen 
P. wyckoff 
s. Meiburg 
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Attachment E 
WDNR Response to Public Comments 

Title VI Complaint 



CORRESPONDENCE/MEMORANDUM ________ _::S.::Ia~le::..o::::f~W~i:;;:s::::co::,:n:::s:::.:in 

DATE: April 24, 2004 FILE REF: 4560 

TO: Lloyd Eagan- AM/7 

FROM: Brad Pyle - SCR -Air Management Program 

SUBJECT: Summary of and Responses to Public Comments on the Air Pollution Control Permit 
Application for Madison·Kipp Corp., Madison, Dane County (Permit #03-POY-328) 

On February 6, 2004, ONR held a public hearing concerning the proposed air pollution control 
construction and operation permits #03-POY -328 and #03-POY-328-0P for the proposed modification of 
the RCI-1 AND RCI-2 aluminum melting furnaces for Madison-Kipp Corporation. DNR was represented at 
the hearing by Bradford Pyle, and Marcia Penner. 44 appearance slips were filed at the hearing, 3 in 
favor, 33 opposed, 2 as interest may appear, and 6 did not check any box. 

DNR has carefully reviewed and considered all comments it has received. This memo summarizes and 
responds to all written comments received during the 30 day public comment period, extented comment 
period, and verba! comments received at the public hearing for these permits. 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

1) Comment -Many people are concerned that their health problems are caused by Madison-Kipp Corp. 
Some people are constantly in fear of emissions from Kipp. Many people fear the effects of these 
emissions on their family and neighbors. Some people mentioned knowing of people who have died or 
had severe illness in the neighborhood. 

Response - All health related comments received at DNR have been forwarded to the Madison 
Department of Public Health. The Madison Department of Public Health has not received evidence of 
human illness that would be sufficient to support a health study despite requests by the neighborhood. No 
ambient air quality exceedance attributable to Madison-Kipp Corp. has ever been recorded at the 
particulate monitor near the facility. Madison-Kipp Corp. is required to maintain records to show that all 
emission flmits and permit conditions (set to protect the health and welfare of the public) are being met. 

2) Comment Air pollution rules are 30 years old and do not protect the health of our diverse population. 

Response Under the Clean Air Act, EPA establishes air quallty standards to protect public health, 
including the health of "sensitive" populations such as people with asthma, children, and the elderly. The 
ambient air quality standard for Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) is a state of Wisconsin standard and 
is set to protect human welfare, such as preventing soiling or nuisance dust conditions. 

ODORS 

Comment- The odor problems associated with Madison-Kipp have not been resolved. DNR should 
further investigate the source of odors. 

Response- An odor survey was conducted in the area around Madison-Kipp Corporation in the fat! of 
1999. Section NR 429.03(2){b), Wis. Adm. Code, is the rule that gives DNR the authority to conduct such 
an odor survey. The survey did not result in the conclusion that Madison-Kipp Corporation is in violation 
ofs. NR 429.03(1), Wis. Adm. Code. 



NOISE 

DNR does not regulate noise. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

Comment The comment period should be extended. 

Response The comment period was extended. 

PUBLIC HEARING TIMING 

Comment Need for more accessible public hearing. Request for additional hearings. 

Response No additional hearings will be held for this permit action. 

PROPERTY DAMAGE 

Comment~ My house has been soiled by Madison~Kipp's emissions. I have to clean the inside and 
outside regularly. 

Response~ To date, and after extensive sampling, DNR has no evidence that Madison~Kipp Corp. has 
caused such conditions. 

DNR AUTHORITY TO REGULATE AIR POLLUTION 

1) Comment I ask the DNR to oblige Madison~Kipp to provide to the public all internal memoranda related 
to their proposal so as to: 1) establish their motivation and rationale for requesting a ftve~fold increase in 
particulate emissions; 2) establish their motivation for reducing chlorine use but not chlorine emissions; 
3) make public the MKC cost~benefit analysis for changing emission levels; 4) demonstrate on-going 
insurability to cover all liability and damage claims from area residents in the event of adverse 
consequences of plant operation; 5) account for their present violation of environmental regulations; and 
6) demonstrate an attitude of compliance with environmental regulations. 

Response DNR has no authority to require Madison-Kipp to produce internal memoranda. Madison-Kipp 
has requested the particulate matter emission limitations allowed by Wisconsin Administrative Code. The 
permit, as proposed, brings Madison-Kipp into compliance with emission limits for particulate matter and 
aluminum salts. 

2) Comment Need for evaluation of air quality standard for PM 2.5. The DNR needs to conform to the 
"stricter rules for particulate emissions adopted by the federal [EPA] in 1997" and enforce these rules for 
the good of the Shank-Atwood community and the greater Madison area. 

Response The air quality standard for PM 2.5 has been proposed to be adopted by the State of 
Wisconsin. The state has _to first adopt the standard in a Wisconsin rule before it can establish any 
emission limits based on the standard. 

3) Comment Reduce emissions with filters. 

Response DNR has no authority to require filters. 
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4) Comment The neighborhood should be able to vote on whether Kipp should be able to have increased 
allowable emissions. Passage without approval of the neighborhood leads to adversarial relationship 

Response The Criteria for Permit Approval in Section 285.63, Wis. Stats., sets forth the specific criteria 
that must be met for a permit to be approved. DNR must issue a permit if DNR finds that: the source will 
meet emission limitations; 
the source will not cause nor exacerbate a violation of an air quality standard or ambient air increment 
and the source will not preclude the construction or operation of another source for which an air pollution 
control permit application has been received. 

5) Comment Before any permit is issued, I would like DNR to complete additional testing of the furnace 
discharges. There is a need for more rigorous testing and monitoring. 

Response DNR has determined at this time that further testing and monitoring is not necessary. 

6) Comment I am upset that the Department of Natural Resources appears to be reluctant to play a 
strong monitoring or regulatory role with respect to the Kipp factory. I ask the DNR to bring all of its 
expertise, earnest good efforts, and regulatory authority to bear on the issues so as to guarantee that ALL 
environmental dimensions of MKC's current operation and projected operation be made transparent and 
subject to the highest level of public and scientific scrutiny. What can we do or say to get the ONR to 
exercise it's authority? 

Response DNR has exercised its authority by: issuing permits to regulate Kipp's emissions, requiring 
testing of emissions, and issuing a Notice of Violation when emissions were excessive. DNR believes that 
Kipp will be in compliance with air pollution laws when the new permit is issued. 

8) Comment Kipp has received multiple permits in the last several years which have authorized 
incrementally higher amounts of emissions. I have to believe that if these requests were presented as 
part of one application, DNR would require a higher level of abatement than has been the case with the 
several smaller requests. I believe that DNR should consider this application in the context of all Madison 
Kipp's recent expansions and require that higher level of compliance. 

Response DNR would not have had the authority to require a higher level of abatement if all the permit 
requests had been combined. DNR would have allowed the proposed higher emission limits if Madison
Kipp had requested them to begin with. 

9) Comment Please consider Kipp's impact on indoor air pollution 

Response DNR does not regulate indoor air pollution or pollution inside of bui!dings. 

VIOLATION OF PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

1) Comment Before any permit is issued, I would like DNR to issue an NOV to Kipp for current violations. 

Response -A Notice of Violation was issued to Kipp on February 2, 2004 

2) Comment Madison-Kipp has exceeded air quality standards for over 3 years. 

Response DNR has no information to support the claim that Madison-Kipp has exceeded air quality 
standards. No ambient air quality exceedance attributable to Madison-Kipp Corp. has ever been recorded 
at the particulate monitor near the facility. DNR has determined that no ambient air quality standard was 
exceeded during the recent testing that resulted in the Notice of Violation issued to Kipp on February 2, 
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2004. 

3) Comment I ask the DNR to clarify and justify why a company presently in violation of environmental 
restrictions is allowed to make new requests for pennits and why DNR would have an expectation that a 
violating party would honor the terms of a new permit 

Response This permit action is directly related to testing required by a existing construction permit. The 
required testing determined that Madison-Kipp could not meet the limits they had proposed. Madison
Kipp has proposed higher limits that are acceptable to the DNR and are allowed by the Wisconsin 
Administrative Code. 

EVALUATION OF DIOXIN AND FURAN EMISSIONS 

1) Comment Have you truly examined the risks of dropping the separation of metal and chlorine addition 
to the furnaces be separated by five minutes? 

Response Testing has shown that Madison-Kipp can meet the 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin limit 
without the separation requirement. DNR has determined that the proposed increased allowable 
particulate matter emissions will not cause an exceedence of ambient air quality standards. 

21 Comment! have reviewed the documents posted on the DNR Web site related to pending regulatory 
decisions about Madison-Kipp. It appears to me that not enough information has been provided for the 
potential hazards of these proposed changes to be judged. No information is provided about the chemical 
nature of the particles. 

Response- Based on the permit application, description of raw materials and proposed permit 
requirements, the hazardous air pollutants expected from these operations have been reviewed. Chlorine. 
hydrogen chloride, aluminum soluble salts, 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin, and particulate matter 
were found to be the potential pollutants emitted at Madison-Kipp Corp. that the DNR has the authority to 
regulate. 

3) Comment- The company has performed stack emissions testing that showed emissions of 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) was much less than the table value in NR 445 for the compound. 

Response Madison-Kipp performed stack testing forTCDD equivalents. TCDD equivalents include 
2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) and other congeners within the same dioxin family. The stack 
test emission rate was less than that allowed for TCDD alone, demonstrating that emissions of TCDD are 
also below the regulatory limits. Madison-Kipp shows compliance with the limit by using an emission 
factor for TCDD equivalents. 

PSD REGULATIONS 

1) Comment- Why is Kipp still considered a minor source for Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) with respect to Chapter NR 405, Wis. Adm. Code? 

Response- Chapter NR 405, Wis. Adm. Code applies only to new major stationary sources and major 
modifications to major sources. Madision-Kipp is not a major source under the definition listed in NR 
405.02(22), Wis. Adm. Code, and therefore PSD review is not required. Madison-Kipp is not a secondary 
metal processor. 

2) Comment- ONR should clarify why Madison-Kipp is not considered a secondary metals processing 
facility. 
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Response -Secondary aluminum processors recycle aluminum from aluminum containing scrap. 
Madison-Kipp Corp. obtains their aluminum materials from secondary aluminum processors. The federal 
air taxies maximum available control technology (MACT) rule for secondary aluminum processors does 
not apply to manufacturers of aluminum diecastings that melt no materials other than clean charge and 
materials generated within the facility and that also do not operate a thermal chip dryer, sweat furnace or 
scrap dryer/delaquering kiln/decoating kiln. Facility allowable emission of Federal HAPS are less than 10 
and 25 TPY. Therefore, the MACT rules do not apply to this facility. EPA guidance titled "Treatment of 
Aluminum Oiecasting Operations for the Purpose of New Source Review Applicability" supports the 
determination that Kipp is not a secondary metal processor with respect to PSO. In the analysis report 
attached to that EPA guidance memorandum, USEPA recognized that in an aluminum die casting facility, 
"As much as 1 percent by weight of a purifying flux is added to the furnace prior to receiving the charge to 
control oxidation and to maintain alloy specifications.~ Madison-Kipp uses less than 1 percent by weight 
afflux. In the same report, USEPA stated that "As a result of this analysis, EPA will presume that a die 
casting facility is not engaged in secondary aluminum production as a primary activity as long as two 
conditions are met: (1) the facility uses feedstock such as ingots, billets, bars, sows or shot (or even as 
molten metal) that is of a specified alloy and purity or scrap from other industrial facilities for which the 
quality is specified and guaranteed by contract and for which little fluxing or alloying is required; and (2) 
the facility does not produce intermediate forms of feedstock (ingots, billets, bars, shot, sows, etc.) for 
sale or for use by other facilities." Madison-Kipp's operations meet these conditions. 

THE MODELING ANALYSIS 

Comment Before any penni! is issued, I would like DNR to conduct a state of the art dispersion modeling 
analysis that accounts for surrounding homes, Lowell School and varied topography here. The proposed 
permits are based on an incomplete model that treats the facility location as a rural area when it is in fact 
urban. !t also wrongfully assumes a flat topography when hilly terrain changes airflow patterns. An 
environmental consultant hired by Clean Air Madison ran an analysis that incorporated these 
considerations, and concluded that Madison-Kipp violated air standards. Why doesn't the DNR use the 
stricter models recommended by the EPA? 

Response 
1. Rural vs. Urban Dispersion Coefficients 
The atmosphere within cities and large urban areas has different dispersion characteristics than rural 
areas. To account for this, separate dispersion equations were developed for urban and rural areas, and 
it is up to the modeler to determine which set to use in a specific application. To make this determination, 
USEPA recommends the use of a land-use procedure whereby a three-kilometer radius circle is drawn 
around the facility, and if certain land-use types make up more than 50 percent of the area within the 
circle, the modeling analysis should use urban coefficients. According to USEPA, the urban zoning 
classifications are heavy to light industrial, commercial, and compact residential. Compact residential is 
defined as close spaced houses (less than two meters) with garages in the alley, no driveways, and 
limited lawn sizes (less than 30% vegetation per lot). The circle drawn around MK includes parts of 
Lakes Mendota and Monona, parts of Truax Field, open areas near and beyond Stoughton Road, and 
parts of Monona. Within the circle, there are strips of commercial or industrial, but only towards 
downtown is there any compact residential. If the definitions of land use are strictly adhered to, then 
about 15% of the land within the circle is urban. If the definitions are stretched a bit, then possibly 24% of 
the area within the circle is urban. Either way, according to USEPA, the dispersion modeling analysis 
should use rural dispersion coefficients. 

2. Flagpole Receptors 
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Within the dispersion model, receptors can be assumed to be at ground level, or above the terrain as if 
set on a pole. These are known as flagpole receptors. In speaking with USEPA Region V, who in turn 
spoke with USEPA headquarters, flagpole receptors are not acceptable for use in regulatory (permit) 
applications. On a case by case basis. flagpole receptors can be used for balconies and rooftops, or on 
elevated highway bridges where the plume is expected to directly impact the bridge, but only for model 
evaluation purposes. In addition, it is both the convention and the default mode to assume a height of 
zero meters to represent ambient air. 

3. Elevated Terrain 
The dispersion model will accept terrain elevations for receptors where the modeler has determined the 
terrain will have an effect. The topography in the area of Madison-Kipp Corp. (MK) is very gently ro!ling, 
and the terrain adjustments within the dispersion model are designed to simulate the flow of air around 
hills and through valleys. The slight changes in terrain (Lowell School is 10-15' above MK) surrounding 
MK do not have an effect on the flow of air. The atmosphere will adjust to the surface for these 
elevations, such that what is emitted at ten feet above the ground will still be at ten feet above the ground 
as the air travels over this terrain. While the model can accept such low terrain heights, it is not proper 
use of the model, and could be considered 'gaming' the model. 

4. Building Cavity Zone 
Downwind of any building is a region where the air is temporarily trapped and wlll recirculate in a very 
turbulent fashion. This is called the cavity zone. The standard gaussian plume equations are not valid in 
this region, and due to the increased turbulence, it is difficult to accurately predict concentrations. The 
dispersion model currently determines the distance from the source to the edge of the cavity zone to be 
three times the lesser of the building height or width, and will not compute concentrations within this 
region for the individual source. Based upon the facility plot plan, the only sources with a potential cavity 
off property are the furnace stacks. Using the SCREEN3 model, with sixty-foot stacks and forty-foot 
buildings, the effluents from these stacks is above the cavity so the effluents are not captured in the cavity 
at all. Therefore, the discussion of cavity effects is irrelevant. In addition, since the !SC~PR!ME model is 
only proposed at this time, we can not use it in a regulatory analysis. Currently, USEPA is reviewing the 
comments received about the revised guideline models, and there is no indication when the final model 
will be promulgated. 

5. Roof Vents 
In the modeling analysis, the sources that can emit pollution are modeled. The most recent data from MK 
indicate that the roof vent stacks have a vertical, unobstructed discharge. There may be other vents upon 
the roof, but the company indicates that these do not emit pollution. The stack parameters will be part of 
the permit, so if any stack is found to be obstructed when it is not supposed to be, then one or more 
permit conditions will be violated, and action will be taken by DNR. 

COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PROGRAM 

Comment- Due to the composition of population in the area surrounding Madison-Kipp Corp., it is likely 
that the Environmental Justice Program uFederal Actions To Address Environmental Injustice In Minority 
Populations And Low Income Populations" w!ll apply to the pending air pollution control permits. Title VI 
reads: uNo person in the United States shall, based on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be 
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any 
program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.~ 

Response - DNR's issuance of a minor source construction permit to Madison-Kipp is not a federal action 
and is not covered under President Clinton's Executive Order on Environmental Justice. It is not entirely 
clear that the Madison-Kipp pennit is an environmental justice or a Title VI issue, which is usually defined 
as: a low income/minority community, excluded from environmental decision making and subject to a 
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disproportionate impact from one or more environmental hazards, who experience a disparate 
implementation of environmental regulations. DNR is committed to the principle that all citizens receive 
the benefits of a clean, healthy and sustainable environment regardless of race, national origin, or 
income. DNR seeks broad public involvement in its regulatory development and in its permitting actions, 
both from minority and low income populations and from the majority population. DNR has not denied 
participation to any group and we believe that the state's air pollution laws have been applied equally and 
fairly in this instance. 

cc: Marcia Penner- LS/5 
Thomas Roushar- SCR 
USEPA Region V 

DNR Bureau of Air Management, Keith Pierce/Jeff Hanson - AM/7 
Clean Air Madison c/o Jim Powell 
City of Madison Health Dept. c/o John Hausbeck 

Shenk-Atwood-Starkweather-Yahara Neighborhood Association c/o Dan Melton 
State Rep. Mark Miller 
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Attachment F 
Lowell Elementary School Location 

Title VI Complaint 



Lowell Elementary 
401 Maple Street 
Madison, 'M 53704 
(608) 204-6600 
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